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ABSTRACT 


The U.S. Army has long been trying to develop a perfor- 
mance appraisal system which allows selection boards at 
Department of the Army to discriminate among officers (for 
promotion, schooling, and assignments), while also providing 
for the professional development and counseling of these 
officers. The current Army Officer Evaluation Report (DA 
Form 67-8), which was adopted in November 1979, is largely 
based upon the concepts of management by objectives (MBO). 

In order to determine the perceptions of Army officers 
in the field concerning this OER, a sample of officers in 
the grades of 0-3, O-4, and O-5 from three Army installations 
in central California was surveyed by the authors. The 
results of this survey show a high general level of support 
for keeping the present OER, even though specific problem 
areas do exist where the perceptions of the officers 
surveyed differ significantly from published official state- 


ments and policy. 
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a. (Op UeT aon 


= PURPOSE 

The thrust of this thesis involves the examination of the 
perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning the 
present Officer Evaluation Report System (OERS). This will 
be done by utilizing the results of a survey instrument de- 
Signed by the authors and administered to army officers at 
three local installations. By doing this, it is hoped that 
areas in which common perceptions are held may be identified 
and analyzed. It is one hope of this thesis that these 
common perceptions will agree with recent optimistic findings 
tentatively espoused by Department of the Army (DA). If this 
is the case, then this study will lend further credence to 
the statements and claims being made by DA. 

If the common perceptions do not agree with these state- 
ments and claims, then the DA Form 67-8 system may encounter 
resistance in the future. It is not the aim of this study to 
pass judgement on the present OERS nor to predict its ulti- 
mate success or failure. However, if there are commonly held 
perceptions about this latest evaluation report which run 
counter to the statements and claims being made by DA offi- 
Clals, then it would behoove these officials to become aware 


of these differences as quickly as possible. 





The basic hypothesis of this thesis, then, is that the 
perceptions of U.S. Army officers in the field concerning 
the effectiveness of the DA Form 67-8 Officer Evaluation 
Reporting System are in agreement with the statements already 
promulgated by officials at Department of the Army, MILPERCEN. 
The results of this thesis should either support or refute the 
preceding hypothesis. 

Additionally, where possible, this thesis will qualita- 
tively assess whether or not some previously held perceptions 
concerning earlier officer evaluation reporting systems have 


Changed with the institution of the DA Form 67-8. 


B. BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Reporting System (OERS) 
1s the product of many years of research and development. It 
1s part of a performance appraisal system that has few equals 
in the industrial or academic worlds based upon its size, 
Gomplexity, and application. 

It is of paramount importance that every officer under- 
stand the purpose of the Officer Evaluation Reporting System. 
Each report is designed and intended to provide useful and 
meaningful information about each officer to Headquarters, 
Department of the Army (DA). This information becomes the 
basis for making personnel management decisions which involve 
every aspect of an officer's career to include promotion, 


assicnments, selection for military and Civilian schools, 


10 





retention on active duty, entry into a Voluntary Indefinite 
status, and in some cases, a passover. 

The current U.S. Army Officer Evaluation Report - DA Form 
67-8 - is the 16th revision since World War I, and the seventh 
version of the Form 67 series since 1947. The purpose of this 
form and its predecessors was to provide a more useful, accu- 
rate, and equitable performance management system, as well 
as to control the problem of rating inflation (Consistently 
placing an inordinantly large percentage of officers at the 
high end of a rating scale). Although the control of inflation 
has been a major goal of these forms, it has not been adequately 
achieved within the last fifty years. 

Even as he introduced the latest Army Officer Evaluation 
Report System (OERS) in 1979, then Army Chief of Staff 
Bernard Rogers cautioned that "officers should not expect 
the new OER form to cure the inflation scoring problems within 
the Army evaluation system." In testifying before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee, he said the experience of earlier 
evalution reports indicates that the new OER will probabiy 
encounter high-score problems as officers become familiar with 
the intricacies of the scoring system. Within a few years, 
he said, the Army may have to modify the system to counter 
scoring tendencies [Ref. 1: p.24]. An extensive study of the 
OER system completed in 1972, prior to the latest two revisions, 


reached the same conclusions: 


it 





",..The adoption of a new report may lower the inflationary 
trend for a short time as has happened in the past; however, 
as has also happened with every form since 1925, inflation 
will take over, making the new report as useless by se- 
lection boards as the previous ones" [Ref. 2: p.19]. 
It 1s interesting to note, however, that Department of 
the Army officials have said that the current evaluation report 
(which has been in use for three years) is not encountering 
nearly as many problems as many thought it would. These 
officials have said that this form - DA Form 67-8 - is proving 
to be much more effective than its predecessors in providing 
meaningful data to selection boards, as well as in curbing 
the rating inflation tendency. Further, they have also said 


that there are presently no plans to replace this form with 


anew One. 


fees SseUDY CONCEPT 

For more than 50 years, the Army used the term "Efficiency 
Report". With the adoption of DA Form 67-7, the title of the 
form was Changed to "Officer Evaluation Report". This modest 
Chance addresses more exactly the function of the report and 
of the rating officials. It should help remind these officials 
that they are not simply rating the officer - they are evalu- 
ating his ability to perform military duties and to appraise 
his qualifications for further duties. They are judging his 
worth to the Army in the duties just concluded and in those 
duties just ahead. In other words, they are answering the 


questions "How did he/she do?" and "How can he/she do?". 
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In order to try to better answer these questions, the 
Army developed the DA Form 67-8 system. This evaluation 
system is multi-faceted in that it actually involves the use 
of three different forms, rather than just one. It relies 
heavily upon the techniques and concepts of management by 
objectives (MBO). It is very ambitious in its scope and 
design, and is largely dependent on a continual system of feed- 
back and give-and-take between the rater and ratee. A more 
thorough discussion of the specifics of this system is in- 
Cluded in chapter two of this thesis. 

As mentioned earlier, Department of the Army officials at 
the Officer Evaluation Branch of the Military Personnel Center 
(MILPERCEN) in Washington are supportive of the present evalu- 
ation report. They have made several evaluative and judgemental 
statements concerning the effectiveness of the new evaluation 
report, and the perceptions of it held by officers in the 
field. Although outwardly optimistic, they caution that their 
Conclusions are tentative and based only on two and one half 
years worth of data (some 250,000 reports). 

It should be noted, however, that these same officials were 
the proponent agency for the development and implementation 
of the new evaluation system in the first place. Further, their 
office is the agency responsible for the collection and analysis 
of data concerning the effectiveness of the system. They are 
the agency which will ultimately pass judgement on the success 


or failure of the present OER system. [It would be natural to 


lve 





assume, then, that these officials also would have some owner- 
ship in the present system and would be interested in seeing 
it become a success. 

Although such ownership is not inherently bad, the authors 
thought that an outside study of the present evaluation 
system might lend even more credibility to the initial, opti- 
mistic findings of the DA officials. Instead of scoring 
trends or averages, however, the authors were interested in 
the perceptions of the present evaluation system held by 


Seticers in the field. 


D. ORGANIZATION 

This thesis was written with the assumption that the reader 
will neither be familiar with the U.S. Army's present officer 
evaluation system nor will be aware of the historical develop- 
ment and evolution of this system. Therefore, a rather 
extensive historical review of the Army's officer evaluation 
efforts is included in chapter two of this thesis. The thesis 
then discusses methodology, results and analysis of the survey 


tacticmment. Finally, a Concluding chapter is included. 
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IIT.. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 


Pa ey on tL STORY 

The year 1890 is generally considered to be the date when 
the U.S. Army first developed a permanent efficiency reporting 
system for its officers. However, there were earlier attempts 
to develop a performance evaluation system within the U.S. 
military. These can be traced back all the way to General 
Washinoton and the Continental Army. When he took command, 
Washington sent out an order that efficiency reports, or what 
amounted to efficiency reports, be rendered by battalion 
commanders on all officers in the battalion. These reports 
were to be used to adjust the grades within the battalion. 
Those cases which could not be resolved at the lower levels 
were ultimately referred to the general for resolution. Such 
records as were retained were lost in the Washington fire in 
1813. For the most part, however, these earlier evaluation 
attempts were sporadic and informal. Evaluation was accom- 
plished principally by way of service reputation. Nepotism 
and patronage were much in evidence [Ref. 3: p.26]. 

During most of the period before 1890 the Army remained 
small, so there was no real need to develop a formal system 
of evaluation. Officers could expect to stay with the same 
regiment almost indefinitely. Thus, their capabilities were 


well Known to all members of the organiZation, including 





those in positions to make or influence promotions. It was 
common for several members of a family to serve together at 
the same post. 

This early period was not entirely devoid, however, of 
legitimate and conscientious efforts to develop useful eval- 
uation techniques. In 1813 the combined offices of The 
Adjutant General and the inspector general sent a letter to 
thirteen regiments asking that a report be provided which 
assigned a relative rank by grade for all officers of the 
command. From all available evidence, this was the initial 
forced ranking technique used by the U.S. Army [Ref. 3: p.27]. 
The report was to distinguish between those officers known 
to be meritorious and those who were not. One commander's 
response “expressed a hope that his communication might remain 
confidential in order to avoid unpleasant feeling" [Ref. 4: 
p.II-10 & II-11]. This provided a portent of the controversy 
that would develop in the 20th century regarding the propriety 
of not showing an officer his reports. In response to the 
above-mentioned letter, the first recorded attempt to report 
observation on subordinates was made by Brigadier General 
Lewis Cass in 1813. Figure 1 includes excerpts from that 
report. 

The inspector general often would also incorporate 
remarks concerning the quality of officers in various commands 
in his reports, but little use was made of the information 


[Ref. 3: p.27}]. Almost all formal evaluative effort during 
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FIGURE” i 


EXCERRTS FROM THE EARLIEST RECORDED EFFICIENCY REPORT 


GL 


EFFICIENCY REPORTS—VINTAGE 1813 


Reprinted below are excerpts from an efficiency report which 
has been gathering dust these many years. Names of the officers 
have been changed; and any similarity to persons living or dead 
is coincidental. 


Si **Lower Seneca Town, August 15th 1813. 
iT: 


1 forward a list of the officers of the—th Regt. of Infty. arranged 
agreeable to rank. Annexed thereto you will find all the observations 
] deem necessary to make. 


Ne Respectively, J am, Sir, 
Yo. Obt. Sevt., 


Lewis Cass” 
—th Regt. Infantry 
Alexander eee Col., Comdg.—A good natured man. 
Clark Crowell—first Major—A good man, but no officer. 
Jess B. Wordsworth—2nd Major—An excellent officer. 
Cnn. Shaw—A man of whom ail unite in speaking Ul—A knave despised 
by 
Captaln Thomas Lord—tndifferent, but promises well. 
Captain Rockwell—An officer of capacity, but imprudent and a man of violent 


passions. 

tain Dan LW. ; 
conan ee sae \ Strangers but little known in the regiment. 
Ist Lt. Jas. Kearns i 
Ist Lt. Thomas Dearfoot S Merely pood—nothing promising. 


Ist Lt. Dani. Land ring. From the meanest waiks oi lite—pos- 

Ist Lt. Jas. J. Bryan sessing nothing olf the character of officers and 

Ist Lt. Robert McKewell entlemen. 

Ist Lt. Robert Cross—Wiling enough—has much to learn—with small capacity. 

2nd 124. Nicholas rarmer——A good officer, Dut drinks hard and disgraces himself 
and the Service. 

2nd Lt. Stewart Berry—An ignorant unoffending fellow. 

2nd Lt. Darrow—Just joined the Regiment—of fine appearance. 


and Lt. Pierce 


Ist Lt. Wm. Herring Low, vulgar men, with the exception of Her- 


; Raised from the ranks, but al] behave well 
a is Pe Poca and promise to make eacellent officers 
a 7 
oe “ei oe All promoted from the ranks, low, vulzar men, 
ond it. Clew without one quaiification lo recommend them— 
and Lt. Melcen more fit lo carry the hod than the epauiette. 
2nd Lt. John G. Sheaffer Promoted trom the ranks. Behave well and 
2nd Lt. Francis T. Whelan will make good officers. 









Ensign Behan—The very dregs of the earth. Unfit for anything under heaven. 
God only knows how the poor thing got an eppointment. 


Ensign-John Breen Promoted trom the ranks—men of ro manner and 
Ensign Byor no pruinise. 


Ensign North—From the ranks. A pood young man who does well. 
Se Misccr the: adie Gereral’s Schoo! Bulletin, April 1942. 






Ly 








this early period was concentrated on elimination of the unfit 
rather than identification of officers who possessed outstanding 
value to the service. 

Even the Civil War failed to produce any significant 
developments in the movement toward a formal efficiency report- 
ing system. While the number of men under arms expanded 
considerably, the size of the Regular Army remained basically 
static, so that service reputation and patronage could still 
Play the prime roles. The Confederate Army instituted a 
requirement for periodic reports on all combat officers, but 
it was never really placed in use. This action is significant, 
nevertheless, because it was the first time that any require- 
ment for periodic officer evaluation had ever been stated in 


an Amerivean army Ref. 3: ps 28). 


B. TOWARDS A PERMANENT SYSTEM (1890-1922) 

The 1890's saw the advent of a systematic efficiency 
reporting system in the Army [Ref. 5: p.291]. Secretary of 
War Redfield Proctor issued the first directive on this subject 
in April 1890. In discussing the principles and aims of the 
reporting system, the directive noted: 

"A record will be kept in the War Department of the 
services, efficiency, and special qualifications of offi- 
cers of the Army, including the condition of their commands 
and the percentages of desertion therefrom, and from 
further reports made for that purpose" [Ref. 4: p.III-1]. 


This first annual report came in two parts. The first part 


was Completed by the officer himself and the second by his 
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commanding officer. It was mandatory that the commanding 
officer's report be shown to the rated officer when it was 
unfavorable. 

It is interesting to note that as early as 1891 there is 
evidence that the problem of "hard" versus "easy" raters began 
to be felt, a factor closely related to the problem of effi- 
ciency report inflation. A recommendation was made that 
the officer in charge of the "efficiency record section be of 
wide personal acquaintance in order that he might give proper 
weight to the reports in keeping with the characters of the 
grading officials” [Ref. 4: p.III-4]. There is no indication 
that the recommendation was favorably considered. 

By 1895 the efficiency report had attained the status of 
a permanent system. As each succeeding year passed, the 
reports tended to become more and more lengthy. Around 1900 
the report consisted of two pages. By 1911 the efficiency 
report had grown to 24 pages. In 1917 the report was shor- 
tened to 12 pages for the sake of simplicity, probably as a 
result of war mobilization. During World War I, the Army 
developed a form which became the forerunner of the 2-sided 
document which has been used (except for a 3-year period) to 
this date. 

Two overriding factors seem to have dictated the accep- 
tance of an Army-wide annual efficiency reporting system by 
the officer corps during the period 1890-1922. The first 


step was the withdrawal in 1890 of officer promotion 
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authority from the regimental commands [Ref. 5: p.291]. 
Secondly, President Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) decided 
that too much influence was being wielded by politicians and 
other powerful Civilians in obtaining commissions, promo- 
tions, and transfers. He felt the Army should have an officer 
evaluation system which would be impartial and which would 
base personnel actions upen individual merit. Therefore, 

he clearly enunciated officer personnel management policies 
that ruled out use of patronage for personal advancement, and 
he threw the weight of the Presidency behind an officer eval- 
uation system that would ensure impartiality and would be 
based upon individual merit. “If any one factor can be 
Singled out as having been of paramount importance in the 
development of a viable efficiency reporting system, it would 


have to be Theodore Roosevelt's intervention" [Ref. 3: p.30]. 


Sele rrar, FORM 67 

Effective 14 November 1922 the War Department established 
an efficiency report with the base number 711. It was very 
similar to the form displayed in Appendix A. This form was 
an outocrowth of research conducted during World War I. It 
should be noted that the report had no provision for a numeric 
rating, although the Army did attempt to eventually quantify 
the adjectival ratings on the various editions of the report 
form. The same basic system, except for a major change of 


format in 1945, was used until 1947. 
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On 1 December 1924 the WD AGO Form 711 was re-issued as 
WD AGO Form 67. The familiar "67" number series has been 
used ever since. The original Form 67 brought with it signi- 
ficant improvements over previous methodology. Also, as an 
earlier thesis pointed out, it represented a milestone in 
that it brought the U.S. Army's efficiency reporting system 
to the threshold of the inflation problem that would plague 
it in later years [Ref. 3: p.31]. 

During its first few years of existence, the Form 67 
reporting system was highly effective in controlling rating 
inflation and discriminating among officers. The system 
reached its high-water mark of effectiveness in 1924, and 
then increasingly came under the influence of grade infla- 
tion [Ref. 6: p.2]. However, by World War II, what had started 
out as good system of the 20's was no longer serving the 
purpose for which it was intended. Between 1924 and 1945, 
there had been 7 re-issues of the efficiency report form 
with no change in the base number. The 1 February 1945 
version of the basic Form 67 is included as Appendix B to 
this thesis. 

There is little doubt that Form 67 was well liked by 
officers in the field. Familiarity with the system through 
long use surely contributed to this popularity. However, the 
primary factor in its popularity seems to have been the high 


assurance of a good rating [Ref. 3: p.35]. 


Zl 





As mentioned earlier, by World War II the Form 67 had 
become largely useless. Personnel selection boards could no 
longer depend on efficiency reports to identify top caliber 
officers. Personal knowledge of officer capabilities, by 
reason of necessity, became a key index in determining officer 
promotability. In essence, the old service reputation concept 


was reasserting itself. 


D. SUBSEQUENT FORMS 6/7 

At the end of World War II, a major program of scientific 
research was undertaken to compare the relative merits of 
several different efficiency reporting systems with the 
objective of picking the best. The nation's leading beha- 
vioral scientists were involved in this research, as well as 
thousands of officers representing all branches, grades, 
components, and echelons. The result of all this effort was 
that the previous evaluation system and its reporting format 
were replaced by Department of the Army Form 67-1 (see 
Appendix C). This new form was adopted for official use on 
1 July 1947 and introduced three fairly radical innovations. 
First - and most importantly - the form was "validated". This 
meant that, for the first time, a report form was tested before 
its adoption to see if the ratings accomplished by the form 
were related to some other realistic measure of officer 
efficiency. The second innovation involved the use of a 


relative-score scale which allowed comparisons among officers. 
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Thirdly, the form introduced forced-choice items as a method 
of evaluation. 

For the purpose of checking validity, in 1946 more than 
7,700 officers were asked to complete both Form 67 and the 
proposed Form 67-1. To establish a criterion for measuring 
the comparative validity of the two forms, superiors, sub- 
ordinates, and associates of each rated officer rendered their 
own evaluations. The average score resulting form these 
ratings became the criterion for validity. The degree of 
correlation between each evaluation form and the established 
criterion was then determined. It was concluded that the 
Form 67-1 generally demonstrated a greater degree of validity 
than the Form 67 because the correlation values for the new 
form were hicher across the board than for the old form. 

The relative scoring system was designed to provide the 
following Kind of comparison: after all the raw scores had 
been obtained, the middle score was converted to an Army 
Standard Rating (ASR) of 100. The scores above and below the 
middle were converted on a uniform basis up and down from 100, 
Within a maximum of 150 and a minimum of 51. The resulting 
ASR's had meaning in terms of relative positicn, since half 
were above 100 and half below; about two-thirds lay between 
80 and 120. This score was referred to as the Overall 
Efficiency Index (OEI) and was computed as of 31 May each 
year for all reports beginning with the Form 67-1 through the 


67-4. 
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From a validity point of view and the standpoint of 
improved differentiation and reduced inflation, Form 67-1 
showed great promise. However, in terms of acceptablility to 
the officer corps, it was a total failure. Officers did not 
like either the relative scoring system or the forced-choice 
items. Dislikes centered around the unknowns in score 
obtained, the fact that the rater was required to check off 
statements that were not complete and meaningful, and because 
there were no provisions for showing the report to the rated 
OrEreer. 

As a consequence, DA Form 67-2 (see Appendix D) was put 
into use on 1 September 1950. This revision was intended to 
address and correct the ills of Form 67-1. Like its prede- 
cessor, it was standardized, but no effort was made to vali- 
date it. Even more significantly, and in spite of the problems 
with the previous form, no action was taken to determine its 
acceptability to the officer corps through field testing. The 
new form was divided into five separate sections. It provided 
for information to identify the rated officer, the rater, and 
the indorser, and also contained comments by the rating and 
indorsing officers. Sections were also included which con- 
tained scored scales on performance and promotability. 

One highly significant aspect of the system under DA Form 
67-2 was the use of an Overall Efficiency Index (OEI) which 
covered a 5-year period. It was hoped that the averaging of 


reports rendered by different rating officials over an extended 
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period of time would facilitate the rank ordering of officers 
for promotion purposes. This hope was not fully realized, 
however. 

Therefore, on 1 October 1953 DA Form 67-3 made its 
appearance on the scene (see Appendix E). Since it had 
earlier been determined that acceptability by the officer 
corps must be achieved, “it was decided to permit the officer 
Gempe to Construet their own form to a large degree” [Ref. 6: 
p.4]. The end result was that the new form represented only 
a modification of the preceding one. The new form was 
validated in a manner similar to that used before the adoption 
of Form 67-1. There is a strong suggestion, however, that 
much more weight was placed on the acceptability issue than 
on the form's capability to deliver an dbjective measurement 
(Ref. 3: p.39]. 

Perhaps because of this inherent deficiency, DA Form 67-3 
gave way to the DA Form 67-4 on 31 December 1956 (see Appendix 
F). This latest form was also a basic reviSion of DA Form 
67-2, but it did provide some administrative changes. For 
example, the OEI base was extended from five to seven years 
"to lesson the impact of extreme reports and to predict an 
officer's true efficiency more clearly." More importantly, 
heme tec. Enis form introduced for the first time the role of 
a “reviewer": an officer in the chain of command who was 
expected to insure that the correct officer rated and indorsed 
each ratee, and that both rater and indorser fully complied 


with the regulation. 
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The development of DA Form 67-5 was undertaken in January 
of 1958, but the report and regulation did not go into Army- 
wide use until 1 Gctober 1961 (see Appendix G). This re- 
vision was basedon substantial studies from 1958 onward. 
Additionally, the form itself was subjected to an intensive 
field test. The need for the new system paralled the rationale 
governing previous changes in the "67" series. It had been 
determined that DA Form 67-4 was losing ground in both validity 
and acceptability [Ref. 7: p.3]. 

The DA Form 67-5 did away with the OEI concept and sub- 
stituted an annual numerical score, dropping the standard 
scoring scale in the process. The composite numerical score 
which the rater and the indorser entered on each form became 
the basis for the annual numerical score. As a safeguard 
against hard and easy raters, rating officials had to furnish 
factual support for each award of the highest and lowest 
numerical rating. The role of the reviewing officer was also 
increased significantly. Most importantly, greater emphasis 
was placed upon performance of current duty by downplaving the 
description of the ratee and instead, evaluating his measurable 
performance of duties. A mandatory counseling requirement was 
prescribed and it was also decided that, as a means of con- 
trolling rater bias, officers would not be shown their reports. 

This efficiency report, like its predecessors, ultimately 
Sueeocedmeerom the problem of rating inflation. In addition, 
the no-show policy was frequently attacked by the officer corps 


and undoubtedly lessened the acceptability of the form. 
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In 1966, an ad-hoc committee of the Army began work to 
devise yet another evaluation system. Its charter was to 
Simplifiy the tasks of the rater and indorser in accurately 
portraying the ratee, while at the same time providing 
Department of the Army more concise and meaningful information. 
Less dependence was to be placed on the writing ability of the 
rater and indorser. It was also planned to provide for 
"rating the rater” at Department of the Army, by annotating 
each rater’s profile on computer tape. This objective was, 
however, never realized. Nevertheless, on 1 April 1968 the 
DA Form 67-6 was made effective with the hope that it would 
overcome the inflationary trend and be more discriminating 
iedentlrying the truly outstanding officer [Ref. 8: p.13.1]. 
Most of the changes were cosmetic rather than substantive in 
nature (see Appendix H). As an example, the space allocated 
on the form for narrative remarkKs was reduced in size in order 
to de-emphisize the importance of that particular element. 

One important feature of the system initially was the use 
of a forced ranking scale that required both the rater and the 
indorser to rank the officer among officers of the same grade 
“performing Similar functions." Rating officials were also 
required to show the placement of all officers being compared 
MiPoOnemOnmnlvye rating OLOckKS ranging Erom “top" to “bottom 5th". 
This technique was designed to present a picture of the standards 


GE weme rating officials. 





The forced ranking system proved highly ineffective. 
Sample surveys showed that about 40 per cent of the raters 
found reasons not to complete the rank-order portion of the 
report, and 43 per cent of the remainder ranked the officer 
Seer Tot 2° of "xX" number of officers. In effect, each 
officer, at the time of evaluation, suddenly ranked at the 
very top of his peer group. [Ref. 3: p.41]}. 

Bowing to an acute acceptability problem, the rank order- 
ing portion of the report was dicontinued in October 1969, but 
the requirement to place officers in one of the five rating 
blocks with peers was retained. As mentioned earlier, another 
SmewOoseeme original intents of this report form was to commit 
the portion of the form having to do with forced ranking to 
computer tape. In this way a running average of annual averace 
scores (AAS) on past reports rendered by each rater and indorser 
could be developed. Based on what that average turned out to 
be, each report rendered by that officer would be stamped to 
Bea Leece ims standards (high, medium, or low). This approach 
to using the form never materialized. It soon became apparent 
that the DA Form 67-6 fell far short of its expectations. 
Therefore, Continued efforts to develop another new system 
went on. 

In 1969, the Army completed the first comprehensive survey 
of the overall Officer Efficiency Reporting System (OERS). 
Objectives of this study were to determine rating concepts, 


administrative procedures, automation, rating formats, 
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personnel and cost implications, and areas of study required 
to support future changes to the system [Ref. 9: p.14]. This 
study also looked into the techniques and Sates used by 

the military organizations of four of our allies - Canada, 
France, Great Britian, and West Germany. 


The study developed four principal findings: 


a. There was a lack of confidence by the officer corps in 
the value and usefulness of the efficiency report system. 


b. The indorsing officer added little substance. 


c. There existed a need for education and training to 
support the system. 


d. There was a strong requirement for career and performance 
counseling. 


The study concluded that the Officer Efficiency Reporting 
System needs: (1) Organization for acceptance, (2) Research 
and development planning for future evolutionary changes, and 
(3) Automation support, research, and correlation with other 
officer evaluation management tools [Ref. 9: p.15]. 

During 1970, a study of the total officer personnel 
management structure, entitled The Officer Personnel Management 
System (OPMS), was begun. An initial report was published in 
June of 1971 for information to the officer corps. As part 
of the report, short and long range goals were identified. 
Another part of this effort included the development of DA Form 
67-7 for use beginning 1 January 1973. Addressing the evalu- 
ation portion, the report's short range goals were specified 
to be an initial supervisory system, and more automation of 
selected portions of the efficiency report. Few substantive 
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changes were made in the form itself. The long term goals were 
stated as “focusing on reduced dependability of the single 
report instrument for personnel management and to establish 
a comprehensive research and development effort towards the 
goal of restructuring the evaluation, counseling, and personnel 
selection system by the end of the decade [Ref. 9: p.15]. 

When the DA Form 67-7 was inaugurated, then, the earlier 
report form had been revised from the basic forced choice 
type to a composite checklist, narrative description, and 
preferred ranking type (see Appendix I). Personal qualities 
had been revised to read as professional attributes; the numer- 
ical ratings converted to “boxed scores"; and a 70/30 
performance to potential numerical weighting arrangement esta- 
blished. Its main claims to fame were “an overt scoring 
system to combat inflation, the capability of automating much 
of its data, and an attempt to measure rater tendencies." 
Each officer charged with responsibility of rating other officers 
was also encouraged to use performance counseling or “coaching" 
to develop his subordinates, particularly with junior officers 
[Ref. 10: p.1.1]. It is also interesting to note that in con- 
junction with the development of the DA Form 67-7, an OER 
research element was added to the Military Personnel Center 
(MILPERCEN) at Department of the Army on a permanent basis. 

Much like its predecessors, the DA Form 67-7 also failed 


to live up to its expectations. Even though this form was 
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used until October of 1979, Department of the Army had 
announced by early 1975 that this form was going to be replaced. 
The main arguments against the DA Form 67-7 were that it 
provided no guidance to the rated officer on how he was doing 
or in what areas he should improve; and selection boards again 
had very little to go on when making promotion, schooling, and 
assignment selections because of the inflated OER. Also, 
arguments were made that there was nearly a total disbelief 
in the usefulness of the OER system; and anyone outside the 
system (civilian) who acted as a rater or indorser had to be 
coached about its intricacies - or have the rated officer 


sumrer | Ret, ll: p.43]. 


E. PRESENT SYSTEM: DA FORM 67-8 

The latest version of the Army's evaluation report made 
its debut on 1 November 1979. This report took five years to 
develop and test, and is intended to be geared to provide 
realistic evaluations of an officer's performance and potential. 
The major function of this new system is to provide information 
from the organizational rating chain to Department of the Army 
for officer personnel decisions, just as with its predecessors. 
The secondary functions of the system are to encourage the 
professional development of the officer corps and to enhance 
mission accomplishment [Ref. 12: p.1-l1]. These functions 
represent an expanded view of the importance and pervasiveness 


of the OERS. 
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In explaining the purpose of the system to officers in 
the field, the stated objectives were to: 


1) Increase mission-related communications between officers 
and their raters. 


2) Improve performance couseling. 


3) Better relate the evaluation to performance and the 
performance to the mission. 


4) Increase the involvement of the rating chain. 
5) Dampen inflation [Ref. 13: p.20]. 

In order to meet these objectives, several changes have 
been incorporated in the new evaluation system. The most 
notable of these is the fact that the new OER system uses 
three forms instead of just one. The DA Form 67-8 (OER) is 
used to evaluate the officer. The DA Form 67-8-1 (Support 
Form) is used in the field for mission related communication 
and professional development. Finally, the DA Form 67-8-2 
(Profile Report) is used at Department of the Army to track 
the rating history of the senior raters (previously called 
indorsers). These three forms are included as Appendices J 
taeough L. 

The first two of the above-mentioned objectives are to 
be achieved through the Support Form. It is used as a guide 
by the rated officer and his rater to clearly outline the 
rated officer's mission responsibilities at the beginning of 
the rated period. Throughout the rating period it is used 


to update objectives as missions and priorities chance. 
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At the end of the period, the rated officer submits a 
completed Support Form to his rating Chain. This provides 
them his assessment of his duty description, major performance 
Gbgectives, and significant contributions during the rating 
period. This should assist the rating officials in rendering 
a more complete evaluation. The Support Form is not forwarded 
to Department of the Army with the OER, but is returned to the 
rated officer. 

The OER itself adresses the rated officer's performance. 
Professionalism is addressed by requiring the rater to rank 
the officer on a series of fourteen professional competencies 
using a five point Likert scale ("1" being high). A comment 
block is also included where the rater can describe areas of 
professional ethics where the ratee is particularly strong or 
Pea. The rated officer's potential is evaluated by all rat- 
ing officials, but the senior rater is required to render a 
separate and critical evaluation of the officer's potential 
on the new report by using a modified forced distribution 
type system. 

The inflation problem has been addressed through the 
senior rater profile and the DA Form 67-8-2. First of all, a 
profile is entered on the OER beside the senior rater's 
evaluation. This profile shows exactly how the senior rater 
evaluated all officers of the same grade as the rated officer 
up to the time the report was received at DA. This profile 


addresses the question of hard versus easy raters by enabling 
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personnel managers and selection boards to compare that report 
against the senicr rater's normal rating tendencies. 

DA Form 67-8-2, which is used at DA, tracks the rating 
history of the senior rater. One copy is placed in the per- 
formance portion of the senior rater's official personnel 
file. It is also made available to senior raters on an annual 
basis. This particular form highlights the importance the 
Army has placed on senior raters performing their evaluation 
duties with this new system. 

In order to enhance the acceptability of this new system 
among the officer corps, the Army used a wide variety of 
implementation techniques to introduce and establish the new 
OER. A major education program from May 79 to August 79 
included: publication of a Department of the Amy (DA) 
Circular, release of a TV instruction tape, tours by DA brief- 
ing teams to major units and installations, distribution of 
the revised Army Regulation concerning the OERS (AR 623-105), 
a traininog packace for resident and non-resident schools, and 
a DA pamphlet for every officer. A transition period from 
15 September to 1 November 1979 was established during which 
Virtually all officers received one final "closeout" OER 
using the old system (DA Form 67-7). 

The DA Form 67-8 has now been in effect for three years. 
Conclusions as to its ultimate success or failure have not yet 
been fully determined. Initial comments from Department of 
the Army have been encouraging. Even more important is the fact 


that, as of this writinc, no new OER system is being envisioned. 
=a 





fIf. METHODOLOGY 


A. SELECTING A SAMPLE 

Before selecting a population from which to sample, several 
requirements were established which would determine whether or 
not a particular population was suitable for study. Fiest,, 
the sample had to contain large numbers of officers from all 
branches of the Army. It was necessary that individuals in 
the sample not be restricted to a particular branch because 
this would reduce the validity of the study. Second, there 
had to be large numbers of officers in the ranks to be sampled 
for the reason similar to the one above, Third, the sample 
needed to be located as close as possible to the Naval Post- 
graduate School. The reasons for this are two-fold. One, it 
would be easier to make any coordination necessary to gain 
access to the sample. Two, it would reduce the time lost in 
mailing out and sending in the survey. 

After establishing these criteria, the first choice was 
pore Oramdnd= the seventh Infantry Division. This post 1s 
geographically close to NPS and contains large numbers of officers 
in the grades under study. Initial contact was made with the 
Seventh Infantry Division Adjutant General on 8 June 1982. 
After hearing what the study entailed he agreed to allow his 
officer population to be surveyed, but under two conditions. 


First, his office could not become involved in any administrative 








actions relating to the survey. Second, the survey had to be 
administered so that it did not put any administrative burden 
on the surveyed officers, commanders or unit staffs. These 
conditions were accepted. 

He then introduced the warrant officer who was responsible 
toe Marntaining the Officer Records Branch. This ind@ividual 
was instructed to provide a print-out of all officers in the 
pamies Of CPTS MAJ, and LTC for which he maintains»records. In 
addition to Ft. Ord, his office maintains records for officers 
assigned to Ft. Hunter Liggett and the Defense Language Institute. 


The total number of officers included on the print-out was 1117. 


eee THE SAMPLE 

As previously mentioned, the officers selected for the study 
were in the ranks of Captain through LTC. There were.several 
reasons why these officer grades were chosen. First, officers 
in the grades 0-3 through O-5 have been in the service long 
enough to have received several reports under the new OER system. 
This allows them to base their answers to the survey questions 
on a larger experience base than would be the case if lower 
grades were included. Second, since several questions also 
deal with rating fellow officers of lower ranks, O-l's and 0O-2's 
would not be able to respond to these questions. Third, there 
were large numbers of officers available in the population in 
these grades. If officers 0-6 and above were included there 


would not have been sufficient numbers available to make state- 


ments about their responses. Lastlv, most of the officers 


(a) 
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included in the study have been rated under at least one other 
OER system and could, therefore, make experiential judgements 
on how the current system compares with earlier systems. 

Having obtained a population, the authors then wanted to 

select a sample that closely paralleled the rank structure of 
the parent population. In order to do this, the population 
was first broken down by rank. Then a one-third sample was 
taken from each of the three categories. Following this, the 
samples were screened to eliminate those officers who would 
be departing their current duty station before 1 July 82. The 
purpose of this was to screen out those officers who would be 
in a transient status at the time the survey was mailed out. 
It was felt that the chances of these officers receiving the 
survey and completing it before the 23 July 82 cut-off date 
was very low and, therefore, they did not warrant inclusion 
in the sample. 

The total number of officers in the sample after the screen- 
ing process was 276. Broken down by rank there were 138 captains, 
78 majors and 60 LTC's. Surveys were then sent out on 23 June 
82 to all officers in the sample. A cut-off date of 23 July 82 
was established for receipt of completed surveys. By 23 July, 
180 surveys had been completed and returned. Additionally, 15 
Surveys had been returned unopened because the mailing address 
waS incorrect or the recipient could not be located. After 23 
July four surveys were returned completed but were not included 


in the data base. 





In summary, 276 surveys were sent out, 180 (65%) were 
completed by the cut-off date, 4 (1.4%) were completed after 
the cut-off and 15 (5.4%) were returned unopened. Tables [ 
through V show a breakdown of the completed surveys by rank, 
sex, race, source of commission, and branch. Table VI shows 
how well the officers returning surveys correspond to the 


Original population by rank. 


Ce. INSTRUMENTATION 

The survey instrument used was developed specifically for 
this study. Material used to design survey questions was 
obtained from three primary sources. First, Department of the 
Army pamphlets, memos, and letters were reviewed and several 
statements were found which contained information relating to 
how officers and officer selection boards felt about specific 
portions of the OER. These statements were then written into 
question formats with as much as possible of the original 
statement quoted verbatim. 

The second major source of information was a survey that 
was Conducted by the Department of the Army prior to imple- 
mentation of the current OER. The original survey was conducted 
in 1976 and administered to 1596 officers. Questions relating 
to performance assessment, potential assessment, performance 
counseling and OER format preference were taken directly from 
this study. The purpose of using the identical questions was 
to see how, if at all, officer respondents" opinions had chanced 
three years after the 67-8 had been implemented. 
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PABLE I 


RANK OF RESPONDENTS 


CESS T ES SETS SSS ES ETH SHE SHEHSHSESHEH EEE EESHEHE EHH TEL ST SSE SHEHE CHEESE SHEESH EH OHEHEHEETEHEH EE OHEHE THEE EEHE HHH HOHEHHEHSEHEESHESHEOHSEHEHEEHEETHHHESHHEE EH OHHE SE HOSE SESE SEHEESEHELES EO SEHE 


CUBES SH eo THH SSE HHSC SH SHEE HET HEHEHE ROHS SE SEH HE SHH HE HH SHR SHHSHSHHSH HEHEHE HEHE THEM HSHSHHE SH SEHTHE HES ETH OHSS OHHH SHEHEHEHT EHS SHES HH HHSHHHT HSS HH SHR HEH HH oeH esses FFerbeotesesteoseernse 
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TABLE VI 
COMPOSZTTION OF ACTUAL ARMY AND SAMPLE POPULATIONS 


ARMY YT. ORD AREA SAMPLE REGURNED 


eer. 23553 5( 5 lye) 657 (59%) 138 (50%) 94 (52%) 
MAJ 15917 (29%) 288 (26%) 78 (28%) 51 (28%) 


Lae Het 5,9 (2096 ) DGS, ) 62 (22%) 35 (20%) 
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[Ref. 14: p.152] 
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The third principle source of information used to develop 
survey questions was a thesis written in 1971 by Major Robert 
Dilworth,- USA, concerning officer efficiency report inflation. 
The questions taken from this thesis center around the inflation 
problem associated with OER systems. Specifically, the questions 
deal with the OER system's capability to identify officers of 
little potential to the Army, officers with the greatest future 
potential, and whether the system accurately portrays an officer's 
performance. The reason for selecting these questions for 
inclusion in this study was to examine how perceptions of a 
previous OER system (67-6) and the current system (67-8) compare 
in their capability to identify an officer's potential value 
to the service. 

After reviewing the three primary data sources, 30 questions 
were selected for inclusion in the survey. Of the 30 questions, 
seven were demographics; one was an open-ended comment question, 
and the remainder addressed a specific area of interest. Three 
questions were included in the survey in two slightly different 
formats. The first time they asked how an officer felt about 
a certain event when he received an OER; the second time they 
asked how an officer felt when he was rating a subordinate. 

The purpose of this was to determine if an officer's perception 
was different depending on whether he was giving or receiving 
anvOER, 

Whenever possible a five point Likert scale was used to 


record survey responses. The scale went from strongly agree 
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(rated 5) to strongly disagree (rated 1). On questions which 
did not lend themselves to this format, respondents were given 
multiple choice items and told to select the one most accurately 


depicting their response. 


D. ANALYSIS 

After the cut-off date of 23 July 82, all survey responses 
were coded and entered into a computer program utilizing the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). All subsequent 
statistical data analysis was done using procedures contained 
in the SPSS software package. The computer analysis of the 
data was conducted from 25 July 82 until 1 October 82. 

The basic plan for data analysis was to first break the 
sample down demographically to see what the respondents looked 
1ike. Following this, the BREAKDOWN subprogram was used to 
provide mean scores for questions 8-28 by rank of respondent. 
The same procedure was then used to perform a t-test of statis- 
tical sicgnificance at the .05 level. Based upon the results 
of these tests, further tests were conducted using various 
demographic catecories to try and identify significant differ- 
ences and trends among groups. 

After looking at how the sample was compared, the survey 
data was then compared to the earlier findings of the three 
principal data sources. The responses of officers in the 
current sample were compared question by question to the results 


of the earlier studies to try and identify whether major 
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differences existed in the perceptions of the different groups. 
The results of the data analysis are presented in detail in 


the following chapter. 
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IV. RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 


A. GENERAL 
As mentioned earlier, the survey instrument used to gather 
data for this thesis consisted of 30 questions. The first five 
of these were basic demographic questions, the results of which 
were addressed at the end of the previous chapter. Question 
6 and 7 also sought to gather background information on each 
of the respondents. They will be addressed shortly. Questions 
8 through 26 pertained to a specific portion or aspect of the 
present Officer Evaluation Report System (DA Form 67-8). They 
were answered using a five point Likert scale ranging from 5 
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). Questions 27 
through 29 also addressed specific areas of interest, but 
they did not lend themselves to uSing the Likert scale format. 
For these questions respondents were given multiple choice items 
and told to select the one most accurately depicting their 
response. Finally, question 30 requested that respondents use 
the back of the last page of the survey for any comments they 
might wish to make concerning the questionnaire itself or the 
Army's OER system. Slightly over 30 percent of these respondents 
did so, aS will be discussed towards the end of this chapter. 
The authors will now address, in turn, each of the above- 
mentioned survey questions starting with number 6. A specific 


format will be used in discussing each of these questions. 
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First, the general area or subject of the question will be 
identified. Next, the entire question will be stated verbatim 
as it appeared on the survey instrument. Where appropriate, 
the mean (broken down by rank), level of statistical signifi- 
cance, and/or frequency are given. 

Discussion of specific points and highlights about each 
question foliows the previously mentioned information. The 
reason for the inclusion of the question in the survey is then 
explained. Finally, the results of the question will be 
compared with the information source from which the question 
was drawn or developed. 

The reader will remember from chapter three that there 
were three primary information sources used: 1) DA pamphlets, 
memos, and letters, 2) a previous DA survey conducted in 1976, 
and 3) a 1971 thesis concerning OER inflation. Hopefully, 
Comparisons of the current data with these earlier data 
resources will enable the authors to gain added insight into 
the present OER situation, and will result in more valid and 
far-reaching conclusions. 

The format as discussed above will be used for each of the 
survey questions except the last one, which solicited additional 
respondent comments. This "comments" question will be handled 
separately by highlighting common areas of concern, referencing 
certain specific comments, and trying to relate the data to 


the results of earlier questions. 
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Before addressing the specific results from each of the 
individual questions, the reader will note that a summary table 
of means broken down by rank is included in Table VII. It 
should also be noted that the respective questions are listed 
by their appropriate number and description. This table will 
serve as a ready reference for the reader as he proceeds 


through the remainder of this chapter. 


B. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

In comparing the results of this study to earlier studies 
1t was at times necessary to group data into categories used 
in the earlier works. For example, the survey conducted by 
DA in 1976 prior to implementation of the current OER system 
presented its findings by company grade and field grade 
categories as opposed to by individual ranks. [In an attempt 
to allow comparisons between the two studies, O-3 results have 
been equated to company grade and O-4 and O-5 results have 
been equated to field grade. This procedure was necessary only 
empaquesetons 10, ll, 26, 27 and 29. 

Another adjustment was made to allow for comparisions 
between this study and an earlier study by Dilworth. The 
convention used was to equate the responses "Strongly Agree" 
and "Agree" to "Yes", and "Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree" 
to "No", This procedure was necessary on questions 18, 20 and 
21. Also in the Dillworth thesis the data is not broken down 


by rank so no Comparison is possible on this variable. 
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1. Number of OERs Received and Completed (Familiarization) 


The subject of question 6 had to do with the familiarity 
of the respondents with receiving an OER under the present 
system. Specifically, the question states: 


"Approximately how many OER's have you received under the 
current system (DA Form 67-8)?" 


The results of this question are given in Table VIII. 

The point of interest with this question is simply that 
over 96 percent of the respondents had received six or less 
evaluation reports under the present system. This result was 
to be expected given the newness of the DA Form 67-8. 

The reason for including this question was to determine 
the experience base from which the respondents were answering 
the other survey questions. It can be assumed, then, that 
most of the respondents do not have enough first-hand experience 
with the new form, as a rated officer, to be aware of any trends, 
nuances, or eccentricities associated with this system. 

Question 7 also attempts to guage the familiarity of 
the respondent with the new OER system. However, this question 
deals with being a rater rather than a ratee. It is stated 
as follows: 


"Approximately how many OER's have you completed as a rater 
or senior rater under the current system (DA Form 67-8)?" 


The results are shown in Table IX. 
The results of this guestion are also highly skewed 
toward the low end of the scale (just as with question 6). 


Again, this might easily be expected. A number of the 
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respondents have had a fair amount of experience acting as 
raters or senior raters (over 12 percent have filled out 16 
or more OER'’s), but the general trend again is towards a small 
experience base. 
2. Relpriimess OF OER Support Form 
The next pair of questions, 8 and 9, deal with the OER 
Support Form (DA 67-8-1). Question 8 seeks to determine whether 
the DA 67-8-1 had been helpful to the rating officer in measuring 
and accessing the rated officer's performance. The question is: 
“The development of the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) has 
Slionificantly aided me in measuring the rated officer's 
peLrtommance.™ 
Mae overall mean (3.70) indicates that officers feel 
the Support Form has been helpful but not overwhelmingly so. 
This may be in conflict with the source document for this 
question, DA SPOTLIGHT No. 6, Aug 1981, which states the 
Support Form “appears to be maKing a significatnt contribution" 
to the evaluation process. It should be pointed out, however, 
that a respondent could consider the support form helpful but 
Pert eninmk of it as not adding significantly to the rating 
process. 
In question 9 the rated officer is asked if the 
Support Form has helped his performance through the joint 
objective setting process he goes through with his rater. The 


exact question is: 


"T feel the OER Support Form (DA 67-8-1) had helped to im- 
prove my performance through the objective and responsibility 
setting process." 


So 








The overall mean for this question is 3.25 or just 
Slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion" (3.0). 
This finding is also in apparent conflict with the source > 
document for this question, DA SPOTLIGHT No.6, Aug 1981, which 


states the Support Form appears to be making a significant 


contribution to the goal of better officer performance. 


3. Rater/fSenior Rater Qualifications For Assessing 


Performance And Potential 

The performance and potential assessment process are 
the subjects of questions 10 and 11. Question 10 asks whether 
the rater or senior rater can best evaluate an officer's 
performance. Specifically, it says: 


"In most cases the rater iS ina better position to evaluate 
an officer's performance than is the senior rater." 


The mean for this question is 4.54 with 170 of 179 
officers (94.9%) agreeing with the statement. These results 
indicate most officers feel that the rater showld be responsible 
for rating performance, as 1s now the case on the 67-8. When 
these results are compared with the earlier DA study it should 
be noted that the same question produced virtually identical 
results. 94.3% of the company grade officers and 94.5% of the 
field grade officers agreed with the statement. 

Question 11 seeks to determine whether or not officers 
feel the senior rater is better suited than the rater to evaluate 
an officer's future potential. The question says: 

"By virtue of his experience and broader organization per- 


spective the senior rater 1S ina better position than the 
rater to accurately assess an officer's potential." 
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The mean for this question is 2.69; that is, officers 
tended to disagree with the idea that senior raters can do a 
better job of assesSing an officer's potential than can the 
rater. Only 51 cfficers out of 178 (28.7%) actually agreed 
with the statement while the remainder either disagreed or said 
it made no difference. A similar question in the earlier 1976 
study dealing with the indorser position found that 20.1% of 
Company grade officers agreed that the indorser was better able 
to assess potential than the rater. The results of questions 
10 and 11 in this study and their counterparts in an earlier 
study indicate that the majority of officers feel the rater 
should be responsible for both performance evaluation and po- 
tential assessment. 

4, Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion Opportunity 

The related series of questions 12, 13, and 14 are all 
concerned with how an officer feels certain scores or ratings 
on the OER directly affect his promotion opportunity. The 
sources for these questions were a DCSPER (Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel) memo on the status of the OER system and 
an untitled memo whose subject was the status of the OER system. 
Question 12 asks the officer if he feels that his promotion 
opportunites are significantly diminished if he does not receive 
all "1's" in Part IV of DA 67-8. It should be recalled that 
Part IV is a series of 14 questions concerning the ratee’s per- 
formance which are scored from 1, high degree, to 5, low decree. 


The survey question is: 





"T feel that if I do not receive all "1's" in the rater's 
numerical professionalism section of the DA 67-8 (Part IV), 
it will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity." 

The mean for this question was 4.30 with 96 of 179 
officers (53.6%) marking "Strongly Agree". It should be noted 
that no officer marked "Strongly Disagree" and only 14 marked 
"Disagree". These results agree with DA findings which have 
found scores in Part IV to be skewed toward the hich end of 
the rating scale. Apparently rating officers are concerned 
that less than maximum scores will have unduly negative impacts 
on an officer's promotion chances and, consequently, are inflating 
the scores. 

The purpose of Question 13 is to find out how officers 
feel about the rating they get in Part V, the rater's performance 
and potential section, of DA 67-8 in regards to its impact on 
their promotion opportunities. Specifically it says: 

"Tf I do not receive checks in the blocks “always exceeds 
requirements" and "promote ahead of contemporaries" in the 
rater's performance and potential section of DA 67-8 (Part V), 
1t will greatly reduce my promotion opportunity." 

The mean for this question is 4.33 with only 11 of 178 
officers (6.2%) disagreeing with the statement. As with the 
preceding question, this finding substantiates recent DA findings 
which say that this section of the OER remains skewed toward 
the high end. 

An officer's perception of the importance of the senior 


rater's potential evaluation (the box check in Part VIIa) in 


regard to his promotion chances is dealt with in question 14. 
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This box check involves selecting a rating for the officer 
from a forced distribution scale of 100 officers. The 
statement is: 
"Tf I am not placed in the top box of the senior rater's 
potential evaluation scale, I feel my chances for promotion 
are greatly reduced", 
The mean for this question is 3.08 with rouchly the 
same number of officers agreeing (76) and disagreeing with 
the statement (78). Evidently officers do not feel as strongly 
about this section having adverse impacts on their promotion 
chances as they do about sections IV an V. This finding supports 
a recent selection board member, MG Louis G. Wagner, Jr., who 
said: 
"...the senior raters in general are doing a good job. They 
are spreading their officers. This does not mean that rated 


officers not in the top box will not be selected. The board 
looks far beyond the box check," 


5. Comparison Base for Potential 
Question number i5 addresses the issue of whether a 

rating officer should assess a ratee's potential by combaring 
him with all other officers of the same orade, or with some 
smaller, and more specific, population of officers. The exact 
statement is: 

"Senior rater assessments of potential should compare the 

rated officer's abilities with those of all other officers 

of the same grade, regardless of branch, specialty, or other 

considerations." 
The overall mean (2.72) indicates that the respondents as a 


whole slightly disagreed with the statement. Furthermore, 


there was very little difference among the three grades of 
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officers (captains, majors, and lieutenant colonels) that 
constituted the total respondent population. Each subgroup 
was also slightly below the median response of "No Strong 
Opinion” . 

This stated perception is in direct conflict with the 
source document for this question, an undated DA information 
sheet entitled "Status-Officer Evaluation Reporting System 
(OERS)". This document states: 

"The proper manner for the senior rater to assess potential 
is to compare the rated officer's ability to perform in po- 
Sitions of greater responsibility with the abilities of 
officers of the same cgrade...it 1S equally improper to com- 
pare the rated officer's potential with a grouping narrower 
than the same grade, such as branch or specialty." 
This question seems to highlight an obvious “disconnect” 
between the ideas being promulgated by DA and the perceptions 
of the surveyed officers. 
6, Perceived Importance of Specific OER Sections 

The next two questions both deal with the perceived 
importance of various portions of the DA Form 67-8. Question 
16 looks at the importance that selection boards place on the 
rater's imput vis-a-vis the senior rater’s input. Specifically, 
the question states: 

"T feel that selection boards viewing the current OER Form 
place more emphasis on the senior rater's evaluation than 
the rater's input." 

The overall mean is 3.60, which indicates that the 


survey respondents were in slight agreement with the statement. 


This particular question evolved from a statement in the 





DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981, which said, "There does 
not appear to be undue focus on the senior rater portion of the 
OER." The reader will note that the survey results tended to 
contradict the above-referenced source. There does seem to be 
a general perception that more emphasis 1s placed on the 
PeaOiaeedeen 5S Gvaluation than the rater*s input. 

It 1s also interesting to note that the strength of this 
perception is lessened as the officer becomes more senior in 
fame, “Ghie mean for Captains is 3.71, which falls to 3.63 for 
majors and 3.26 for lieutenant colonels. This trend is reinforced 
by the fact that a two-way analysis of variance showed that the 
difference in means between captains and lieutuenant colonels 
was Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

The focus of question 17 is on the rater’s performance 
narrative section of the OER. The actual question is stated 
as follows: 


"T feel that the rater's performance narrative is the single 
Mest iftoortant part of the OER." 


The overall mean for this question is 3.17, which is 
only slightly above the median response of "No Strong Opinion”. 
The interesting point here is that there are notable differences 
among the subgroup means (3.18 for captains, 3.43 for majors, 
2.77 for lieutenant colonels). The difference between majors 
and lieutenant colonels is statistically significant at the .0Ol 
level (again using two-way analysis of variance). 

This question was also drawn from a statement in the 


DA Spotlight No. 6 dated August 1981. The actual statement 
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sand, “Significantly, Soe 0n of the recent boards (promotion 
boards) have indicated that the performance narrative, Part Vc, 
is the single most important part of the OER." Although the 
overall survey results for this item tend to support the above- 
referenced statement, this support is neither broadly shared 
nor strong, as 1s shown by the rank subgroup means noted above. 
It is also noteworthy that the most senior officers tend to 
disagree with the statement. This might not be expected since 
they are the most likely to have had experience serving on such 
promotion boards, or to be selected to do so. Further, it is 
unclear to the authors why such a difference of opinion should 
exist between majors and lieutenant colonels concerning this 
question. 
7. Perceptions of Rating Score Inflation 

Rating score inflation 1s addressed by both questions 

18 and 19. Question 18 states: 


"T feel that inflation is not a problem with the current 
Or. 


The mean for this item is 1.97, which is the lowest 
for any of the survey questions. Of 179 respondents, only 13 
agreed to any extent that this statement was true. On the other 
hand, 58 individuals responded "Strongly Disagree" and another 
82 responded "Disagree". The implication of this result is 
Clear: rating inflation is still widely perceived as a problem, 
even with the DA Form 67-8 system. 

This question was developed from a similar question 
in the Dilworth thesis which asked, “How do you view inflation 
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of efficiency rating?" Respondents had five answers to choose 
from, ranging from "Overplayed, not really a problem" to "Single 
most important problem". It is interesting to note that of 
208 respondents to this earlier (1971) thesis question, 164 
(78.8%) answered either "Significant problem" or "Single most 
important problem". This compares with: 78.2% of the respondents 
of the present survey who answered either "Strongly Disagree" 
or “Disagree”. It would seem in this case that officers' 
perceptions have changed very little in eleven years! 

Question 19 wants to find out to what extent, if any, 
the rating inflation problem has been reduced or ameliorated 
by the present OER form. The actual survey question states: 


"T feel that the current OER has helped to reduce the in- 
flation problem of past OER systems." 


The overall mean for this item is 3.14, which is 
barely above the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion". 
When broken down by rank the captains have the lowest mean of 
3.05 followed by the majors with 3.20 and the colonels with 
3.30. Even though these subgroup means are still fairly close, 
it is interesting to note that the strength of agreement with 
this statement seems to increase with increasing rank. 

What might be of even more importance is the fact that 
strong differences of opinion were indicated from survey 
respondents. Of 180 respondents, 64 said “Strongly Disagree" 
or "Disagree", while 94 said "Strongly Agree" or "Agree". 

This large spread of opinion was not manifested in the preced- 


ing question having to do with rating inflation. 
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This question developed from two sources. The October 
1979 issue of Soldiers magazine listed as one of the objectives 
of the new OER to "dampen inflation". Then in the May 24, 1982 
edition of the Army Times, DA officials said (among other things) 
that the new OER "has checked the inflated scoring problems 
that destroyed previous OER systems". From the results of the 
survey question concerning this point, it would appear that the 
perceptions of survey respondents are still mixed despite such 
statements by such DA officials. 


pee Mee EL cyeation of Officers of Least and Greatest 
Potential 


The problem of identifying officers of the least and 
greatest potential value to the Army is addressed in questions 
20 and 21. Question 20 states: 


"T feel the present OER system is effective in identifying 
officers of little potential value to the Army." 


The overall mean is 3.34, which indicates that the 
survey population tended to agree with this statement. A little 
over half of the respondents answered "Strongly Agree" or "Agree", 
while slightly under one fourth disagreed to some extent. 

When examined by rank, the more senior officers again 
tended to agree more strongly. The captains' mean was 3.19, 
the majors’ 3.41, and the lieutenant colonels 3.63. The dif- 
ference between the captains and lieutenant colonels was 
statistically significant at the .05 level using a two-way 


analysis of variance. 
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This question was developed from an earlier version 
in the Dilworth thesis which asked, "Is our present OER 
system effective in identifying officers of little potential 
value to the service (Yes or No)?" Nearly 67.5% of the 
respondents to this earlier question responded "Yes", If the 
Smeacanuiesunmvey responses of “Strongly Agree“ and “Agree” are 
equated to a "Yes" answer, then the present survey results in 
nearly a 54% affirmative response rate. Such a comparison is 
difficult at best, especially since nearly 24% of the current 
respondents indicated "No Strong Opinion”. This additional 
Category may, however, partially explain the different affirmative 
response rates indicated by the two surveys. 

The opposite end of the potential spectrum is handied 
by question 21. Specifically, it states: 


"T feel the present OER system effectively identifies those 
officers having the greatest future potential." 


The mean for this item is 2.94, which is just panes 
the median response (3.0) of "No Strong Opinion”. When examined 
by subgroup, the captains have the lowest mean of 2.79, while 
the majors are highest with 3.12. There is no significant 
difference between these groups, however. The distribution of 
responses to this statement is very wide and balanced. While 
37.7% disagree to some extent, they are balanced out by 34.5% 
who agree to one extent or another. Nearly 28% of the respondents 
have “"Ne StfonG Opinion™ 

This question was also adapted from the Dilworth thesis. 
In its earlier form it asked, "Do you feel that the present 
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OER system effectively identifies those officers having the 
greatest future potential (future colonels and generals) 

(Yes or No)?" Nearly 64% of the respondents to this question 
answered "No". If the authors again take the liberty to equate 
"Strongly Disagree" and "Disagree" to "No", then the present 
survey results (37.7%) seem to show an improvement in this 

area with the new OER form. This observation must again be 
tempered by the fact that 27.8% of the current survey respon- 


dents indicated "No Strong Opinion". 


9. Perceptions of Scores and Ratings on Promotion 
Opportunity of Others 


The following four questions, 21-25, seek to find out 
how officers think their responses on the DA 67-8 affect a 
rated officer's promotion chances. Three of these questions 
(22, 23, and 25) are slightly different versions of questions 
12-14. Here they have been restated so that they now ask an 
officer how he feels about his actions as a rater as opposed 
to asking how he feels as the ratee. The purpose of this is 
to find out whether an officer's perception of promotion 
opportunities changes if he is talking about himself or other 
officers he is rating. The fourth question in this group, 24, 
1S concerned with the senior rater's perception of his cred- 
ibility in relation to Part VIIa of the DA 67-8. 

In question 22 the officer is asked how he thinks his 
failure to give the ratee all "1's" in Part IV of the OER will 


affect the ratee's promotion opportunity. The question says: 


64 





"When acting aS a rater, I feel that if I do not give the 
rated officer all "1's" in the rater’s numerical pro- 
fessionalism section of the OER (Part IV), it will greatly 
reduce his promotion opportunity." 

The results of question 22 and question 12 are presented 
in Table X. It is readily apparent that the perceptions of 
all the respondents concerning the importance of receiving the 
maximum score in Part IV of DA 67-8 change, depending upon 
whether they are the rater or ratee. In answering question 
22, 121 of 176 officers agreed with the statement versus 151 
of 179 with question 12. When the results of these two questions 
are compared using a two-way analysis of variance all ranks 
show that the difference in their means is statistically sig- 
nificant at the .05 level. The sharp differences in the responses 
to these two questions could be partially attributed to the 
emotional involvement most officers have in discussing their 
own OER's versus the "objective" thought they give to someone 
else's rating. 

The subject of question 23 is how an officer feels his 
assessments of the rated officer's performance in Part Vb and d 
Wlll affect the rated officer's promotion chances. The state- 
ment is: 

"When acting aS a rater, I feel that if I do not check the 
blocks "always exceeds requirements" and "promote ahead of 
his contemporaries" in the rater's performance and potential 
section of the OER (Block V), it will greatly reduce the 
rated officer's promotion opportunity." 

The results of question 23 and its earlier companion, 


question 13, are presented in Table XI. As with the previous 


pair of questions it is clearly obvious that officers’ 
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: TABLE X 


COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 12 AND QUESTION 22 


QUESTION 22 QUESTION 12 
MEAN MEAN 
OVERALL 330 4.33 
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perceptions of the importance of the ratings they receive 
change depending upon whether they are the rater or ratee. 

In answering question 23, 117 of 176 agreed with the statement 
compared to 152 of 178 agreeing with question 13. When the 
means of these two questions are tested uSing a two-way 
analysis of variance they are found to be statistically sig- 
nificant at the.05 level. The differences in the means for 
these two questions can also be partially explained using the 
same arguments presented in the previous analysis. 

Question 24 is the first of two questions dealing 
specifically with the senior rater. It seeks to determine 
whether the senior rater feels a threat to his rating credi- 
bility by continuing to place officers in the uppermost block 
of Part VIIa of the OER. The question is: 

"TIT feel that by rating officers predominantly in the top 
box in the senior rater's potential evaluation scale, I 
am in danger of losing my credibility as a rating official." 

Since this question is addressed only to officers who 
have been senior raters, the sample is much smaller (55) than 
on most other questions. The mean for this question is 4.05 
indicating most officers agree with the statement. This finding 
supports recent DA reports which have cautioned senior raters 
that selection boards have less faith in their ratings if they 
topblock a majority of their officers. This is summarized by 
a comment made by a recent selection board member, MG Oren E. 
DeHaven, wno said: 

"Senior raters who placed most of their officers in the top 


box tended to have less credibility with our boards. (DA 
Seoteuamne No.6, Aug 1981) 
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It should be noted that only 4 of 55 officers responding to 
question 24 actually disagreed with the statement. 

In question 25 the senior rater is asked if he feels 
by failing to place the rated officer in the top block of 
Part VIIa of the OER, he is significantly reducing the rated 
officer's promotion chances. The question is: 

"When acting as the senior rater, I feel that if I do not 
place the rated officer in the top block of the potential 
evaluation scale, 1t will greatly reduce his promotion 
Opeertunity.* 

When the results of question 25 and question 14 are 
compared, there 1S very little difference in how officers 
responded; Table XII summarizes the results of the two ques- 
tions. When subjected to a two-way analysis of variance 
there is no Significant difference at the .05 level. Taken 
together, these results provide a great deal of support to 
DA findings which have repeatedly reported that successful 
officers are being spread over at least the top four blocks 
(DA Spotlight No.6, Aug 1981). Another source reported that 
selection boards for 0O-4's, O-5'’s, and 0O-6's in 1981 had 
selected officers for promotion with at least one OER as low 


as the fifth box (Army Times, May 24, 1982). Evidently officers 





have accepted DA guidance regarding Part VIIa, and do not feel 
some less than maximum ratings will severly affect their chances. 
me, O&R Replacement 
The topic of whether or not to replace the current OER 
is dealt with in question 26. The authors purposely placed 
this question towards the end of the survey so that the 
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TABLE XII 


COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR QUESTION 25 AND QUESTION 14 


OUESTMION 25 QUESTION 14 
MEAN MEAN 
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respondents would have already thought about specfic portions 
of the OER system before having to make such an overall judge= 
ment. The question specifically states: 


"T feel that the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should be re- 
placed with a new report.” 


The mean for this item is 2.68, indicating that the 
general population of respondentstends to disagree with the 
statement. The rank subgroup means are all very close to one 
another, ranging only from 2.66 (captains) to 2.73 (lieutenant 
colonels). Of 153 respondents to this question, 67 either 
"Strongly Disagreed” or "Disagreed", while 24 "Strongly Agreed" 
or "Agreed". See Table XIII. 

It is interesting to note that there were 27 missing 
responses (15%) to this particular question. This 1s by far 
the highest number of misSing cases for any of the Likert 
scale questions. There were also 62 responses of "No Strong 
Gpanion’. 

This question was drawn from the DA survey conducted 
mm1976, prior to Ehe initiation of the current OER form. 
Originally the question asked, "Should the current report, 

DA Form 67-7, be replaced with a new report?" The results of 
this earlier survey showed that 49% of the "field grade" and 

"Company grade" officers (0-1 through 0-6) said "Yes", while 

approximately one third were "Uncertain". 

In the present survey, only 15.7% of the respondents 
indicated that the present OER should be replaced, while 40.5% 


had “No Strong Opinion". Over 43% indicated that it should 
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not be replaced. Once again, these results seem to be sup- 
portive of the DA Form 67-8 system. 
il, Discussions with Rater 

To try and gauge how much communication 1s going on 
between raters and ratees concerning job performance, question 
27 asks how many discussions have been held during the last 
Six months. The question is: 

"In the last six months, how many times have you had dis- 
cussions with your rater about how well you were doing in 
your job?” 

This particular question, along with questions 28-30, 
was not conducive to using a Likert scale to obtain answers. 
The answers from which the respondent could choose were "None", 
si]-2", "3-4", "5-6", or “Greater than 6". The results of this 
question are shown in Table XIV. 

The reader will note that one third of the respondents 
(56) indicate that they have not had any discussions with their 
rater about job performance in the last six months. Another 
45% (76) have only had one or two such discussions during the 
same period. Only nine officers out of 169 respondents have 
had more than four of these discussions. This pattern of having 
few, 1f any, discussions with one's rater 1S virtually the same 
for all the rank subgroups. Over 75% of the captains have had 
two or less such discussions with their rater. This figure 
rises to 79% for lieutenant colonels and 82% for majors. 


The reason that the results of this question need to 


be emphasized is because the present OER system was developed 
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DISCUSSIONS WITH RATER IN LAST 6 MONTHS 
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partially to overcome just such a lack of communication. The 
reader may wish to refer to the section of chapter two which 
discusses the DA Form 67-8 for a complete listing of the goals 
and purposes of the present system. The development and 
Conscientious use of the Support Form (DA Form 67-8-1) was 
supposed to have bridged the communication gap of earlier OER 
forms, and kept both the rater and ratee in agreement concerning 
job description, goals, and performance standards. The results 
of this question seem to indicate that the Support Form is often 
not being utilized the way its designers intended, if at all. 
This position is further supported by many of the comments that 
the authors received for question 30 of the survey, as will be 
seen shortly. 

Question 27 was taken verbatim from the survey conducted 
for the Dilworth thesis. The choices of answers available for 
this earlier question were either "No Discussions", "Once", 
"Twice", or "Three or more". Nearly 54% of the field grade 
officers (0-4 through 0-6) said they had not had any such 
discussions, while 81.4% indicated two or less discussions. 

The company grade officers (0-1 through 0-3) were just slightly 
better; 43% indicating "No Discussions" and 79.7% indicating 
two or less. 

Although it is difficult to compare the specific sub- 
groups from each of the above-mentioned surveys, the overall 
results of each of them are remarkably similar. Again it 
would seemthatvery little has changed concerning this topic 


in the eleven years since the Dilworth thesis was written. 
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12. OER Accuracy in Assessing Abilities 


An officer's perceptions of how accurate the OERs he 
has received under the present system have estimated his 
abilities is the subject of question 28. Specifically it 
asks: 


"T feel that the efficiency reports I have received under 
the present system have: 


Greatly overrated my abilities 5 
Slightly overrated my abilities 4 
Accurately portrayed my abilities s 
Slightly underrated my abilities 2 
Greatly underrated my abilities a 

The overall mean for this item was 3.06. The three 
rank subgroup means were also very close to the median value 
of 3.0 (Accurately Portrayed My Abilities). The captains’ 
mean was 3.06, the majors' 3.10, and the lieutenant colonels' 
3.00. The distribution of responses was fairly even. Of 169 
officers, 50 (29.6%) said their abilities were either greatly 
Or slightly underrated, 57 (33.7%) said their abilities were 
greatly or slightly overrated, and 62 (36.7%) said their 
abilities were accurately portrayed. 

This question was also extracted from the Dilworth 
thesis. As originally stated, the question asked, "How would 
you rate efficiency reports you have received?" Respondents 
could choose among the answers "Accurately portrayed my abili- 


ties", "“Tended to underrate my abilities", or "Overrated my 





abilities". Theresults of this question showed that 82 re- 
sponses (44.6%) said "Accurately portrayed my abilities", 10 
responses (5.4%) said "Tended to underrate my abilities", and 

92 responses (50%) said "Overrated my abilities”. Unfortunately, 
21 officers checked more than one response on this earlier 
survey, so that meaningful comparisons with the present survey 
are not possible. 

It is interesting to note, however, that the percentage 
of officers who indicated that their abilities have been un- 
derrated has increased substantially with the new OER from 
5.4% to 29.6%. If this change of opinion could be substantiated 
by additional research, it might provide further support for 
the claim that the DA Form 67-8 has indeed curbed the infla- 
elonary scoring trend of past OER systems. 

13. Evaluation Technique Preferences 

In question 29 officers were presented with eight 
different evaluation techniques and asked to select the tech- 
nique they would most prefer and the one they would least prefer. 
Following each technique was a paragraph describing how the 
technique could be used and its basic format. The entire 
question is too lengthy to present here; however, it can be 
examined in its entirety in Appendix M. 

Tables XV and XVI present the results of question 29 
broken down by rank. It Should be noted that due to some ap- 
parent confusion in the wording of the question's instructions, 


only 100 of 180 officers provided usable input. 
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From the tables it is apparent that the most popular 
evaluation technique is forced distrubution; the current 
technique used by DA 67-8. The second most popular form is 
the one used on the previous OER, narration. Together these 
two techniques make up 60% of the total responses. There aretwo 
possible explanations for this. First the Army has been very 
good at selecting the "best" evaluation techniques for use in 
its OER system. Or, second, officers selected these two 
techniques over the others presented because they are familiar 
with them and, therefore, feel more comfortable with their 
Peaina Gs. 

The technique least preferred by officers in the sample 
is ranking, followed by weighted scores and nomination. [It 
seems that officers do not like the idea of being directly com- 
pared to their peers when they are being evaluated since both 
ranking and nomination require the rating official to rank his 
subordinates. It should be noted that only 4 of 80 officers 
said that the forced distribution system was the one they least 
prefer. This can be taken as a positive endorsement of the 
current system. 

The earlier DA survey conducted prior to implementation 
of DA 67-8 also asked questions seeking to identify the most 
and least preferred evaluation techniques. This earlier study 
included all of the techniques listed previously except forced 
distribution. As in the case in this study officers preferred 


the technique being used at the time, narrative in the 67-7, 
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over all others presented. Ranking was named as the technique 
they least preferred, as is the case with this study. Although 
there has been some shift in preferences over the 6 year period, 
in general officers seem to feel now as they did then in regards 
to evaluation techniques. The most notable feature of the two 
studies is that whatever technique is currently being used 
is Clearly identified as being the one most preferred. Also, 
officers' negative opinions of the ranking technique still 
persist. 

14. Comments 

The last question on the survey was an open-ended comment 
question which invited the survey respondents to provide any 
additional comments they might have relating to the question- 
naire itself or the Army's OER system. Out of 180 respondents, 
55 officers (30.5%) provided such comments. aNibea= ons percent 
of the captains responded, as well as 25% of the majors and 37% 
of the lieutenant colonels. 

These comments covered a very broad spectrum of topics 
and ranged from emotion-laded statements venting the respondent's 
anger at the OER system in general, to very extensive, well- 
thought out alternatives or modifications to the present system. 
It would be impossible to do justice to all the comments tht 
were received without listing them verbatim. However, in order 
to synthesize and bring some type of order to them, the authors 
have categorized these comments into broad areas of concern and 


Classifications. Out of 14 categories of comments which became 


72 





apparent through the initial screening, this thesis will now 
discuss the five types of comments which were most often men- 
tioned. Each of these five types of comments were, themselves, 
mentioned by five or more specific respondents to the survey. 
The authors have not concerned themselves with comments that 
were mentioned by less than five individuals. Although this 
cutoff level is arbitrary, there did seem to be a natural break 
at this point which made it expedient to establish this require- 
ment. 
a. Support of the Present System 
One type of comment that was specifically mentioned 

five times was that the DA Form 67-8 and its supplemental forms 
constituted the "best" OER system that the Army has developed 
to date. Several of these statements went on to suggest slight 
modifications to the present system which could make it even 
better. Examples of this type of comment are: 

"T think it is the best system we've had so far. I personally 

would prefer 2 or 3 modifications. 1. A performance profile 

for the rater similar to the potential profile for the senior 

rater. Some rules as in effect now to force a spread in 

performance assessments. 2. No blocks to check in conjuction 

with narrative comments on performance or potential." 

"The current rating system is the best I have seen. Unfor- 

tunately, too many officers, including generals, cannot 

express themselves well in writing. Consequently, the 

narrative portion of an OER varies in accuracy according 

to the rater. The enlisted EER has one significant advantage 

over the OER. The most recent report is the most important, 

and reports older than 5 years are discarded. In the case 

of OER's, mistakes made 10 years earlier, since corrected, 

are Carried before each selection board for prominent display.” 

"In my 14 years of continuous active duty I have seen numerous 


rating schemes used; the present one has been the most accu- 
rate one yet in portraying an individual's abilities." 
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b. Criticisms of the Present System 
A second type of comment, which occurred six times, 
could only be classified as generally critical of the present 
OER system. Some of these went so far as to criticize any 
type of periodic OER system. Examples of this second type of 
comment follow: 


"The current OER system is reflective of the entire selection 
system. There 1s no way that an OER or service record pack- 
age can truly represent an officer before a promotion or 
schools selection board...The current system, like all pre- 
vious forms, 1s inflatable and too many officers are glued 

to paper success rather than true job performance. 


"(An) OER should be cut if a person does not perform, (and) 
set standards for releasing ne or she to the civilian work 
force. Those who get the job done should not compete for 
which degree todoit. It's a kiss ass system used to promote 
(favorite sons) not evaluate our job. It's full of bull." 


"We have not learned from the USAF experience - forced 

distribution will destroy the morale of the corps - force 

out many fine performers - future promotion and selection 

boards will use (the number) 2 and 3 boxes in (the) Senior 

Rater section as discriminators down the road - wait and 

see." 

c. Unavoidable Inflation Problems 
The third type of comment that was rated was also 

mentioned by six individuals. These comments essentially said 
that no matter what Kind of OER system was developed, Army 
officers would figure out ways to inflate the scores. Examples 
of this kind of comment follow: 

"No matter what system we employ, we mortals will figure a 

way to inflate it and remain nice guys. Also, there will 

be injustices on the way." 

"Inflation will always be a problem with OER's because 

officers, like other people, generally desire to shy away 

from distasteful tasks, such as telling someone that he 


1s mediocre." 
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“In three years the system will again be inflated and a 
new system to beat all systems will be revised." 


ad. Evaluation Preferences 

The fourth type of comment that manifested itself 
involved specific preferences or dislikes concerning one or 
more of the evaluation techniques listed in question 29 of 
the survey. Evidently the officers who wrote these comments 
(nine in all) wanted to make explicit the reasoning they used 
tn choosing a “most preferred" and “least preferred” evaluation 
technique. Since these techniques and the results of question 
29 have already been dicussed, the authors see no need to in- 
Clude any more comments about them in this section. 

e. Use or Misuse of the Support Form 

The last general type of comment to be discussed 
1s also probably the most important. The reason for this is 
not only because it was mentioned more often than any other 
type of comment (twelve times), but also because specific 
actions can probably be taken to rectify the situation if these 
comments are true. 

This particular type of comment had to do with the 
Support Form (DA Form 67~-8-1) and its use (or non-use). 
Essentially, these comments said that the Support Form was not 
being used properly, if at all, by raters. Examples of this 
type of comment follow: 

"Although the OER has its share of problems, its principal 
value lies in the support form (and accompanying required 


counselling) in which goals, responsibilities, and con- 
tributions are established clearly in the minds of the rated 
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officer and the rater. Again, this holds true only if the 
counselling is done, and done on a timely basis. I am sure 
that it is often neglected until the last minute."™: 
"Speaking with fellow captains from other posts who have 
rated LT's, some raters/senior raters still do not under- 
Stand the necessity of the 67-8-1 (Support Form). Without 
that form being filled out initially (30 days or so) and 
updated periodically, the strength of this system flounders." 
"In my view, raters do not use the -l as a good tool. I 
found the -1l was very effective in establishing goals. Most 
officers don't f111 one out until they are rated - hence 
too late to establish objectives." 

"Current support forms tend to be filled out not when a 
service member arrives at a unit, buta week or two prior to 
his being rated. This tends to destroy credibility in the 
goals section of the form." 

"The present system is the best I feel. The individual 
being rated has input into his/her own report. If the 
system were followed by the raters (i.e. initial discussion 
within 30 days, periodic performance discussions, etc.) the 
system would be even better." 

Although many other individual concerns and per- 
ceptions were evidenced in the comments received, the general 
concern shown for the proper use of the DA Form 67-8-1 was 
unmistakable. Nearly one quarter of all the officers who wrote 
comments specifically mentioned this topic. It might also be 
noted that these comments are fully reinforced by the results 
already presented for question 27 of the survey (having to do 
with the number of discussions the officer has had with his 
rater within the last six months). This thought should be 


Clearly kept in mind as the reader moves on to the conclusions 


and recommendations of this thesis. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. GENERAL 

The reader will recall from chapter one that the main 
intent of this thesis is to examine the perceptions of U.S. 
Army officers regarding various aspects of the present OER 
system. The authors have purposely tried to avoid expressing 
any specific evaluative judgements about the "goodness" or 
"badness" of all, or part, of the DA Form 67-8 system. They 
have, instead, concentrated on trying to identify areas in 
which officer perceptions either support or refute the positions 
and statements previously espoused by Department of the Army. 
Additionally, the authors compared specific parts of their 
survey results to the findings of earlier research efforts to 
see if any changes of attitude have occurred with the new OER 
PO an. 

As the reader may have already gathered from reading the 
previous chapter, the results of this thesis expose areas of 
both support for, and contradiction of, previous DA statements. 
Before discussing the particular conclusions for each of these 
areas, however, the authors must caution the reader on the 
generalizability of these results. The officer population 
which was sampled came from three different Army installations 
in the central California area. The 180 respondents from the 


total sample of 276 provided the authors a large enough sample 





size from which to make meaningful conclusions about the officer 
population of these three installations. It must be remembered, 
though, that only officers in the grades of 0-3, O-4, and 0-5 
were sampled. It must not be automatically assumed that officers 
of other grades feel the same way as those sampled. 

Furthermore, it would be presumptuous to infer that the 
results of this thesis can be extrapolated to include all the 
O-3's, O-4's, and O-5's in the Army. The sample size of 180 
1S Simply too small to be meaningful for all the Army 0O-3's, 
O-4's, and O-5's. A further comment on the interpretation of 
the results is that survey responses are assumed to be interval 
level data. While it can be argued in the strictest sense that 
Likert scale responses are ordinal level data, the authors feel 
that due to the large number of responses they are justified in 
treating the data as interval. This assumption then allows for 
comparisons of means and tests of Significance, On the other 
hand, there is no reason why the results of this study could 
not be validated for the entire Army officer population, if it 
was deemed appropriate, by taking a much larger sample across 
the entire Army. Therefore, the reader will have to use his 
own judgement in interpreting the pervasiveness of the following 


conelusions. 


Bo SCconGceusioOns 
Based upon the survey results and analysis presented in 
Chapter four, the authors feel the following conclusions are 


Warranted: 
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(1)--Surveyed officers slightly agree that the Support Form 
(DA Form 67-8-1) has aided them in measuring the performance 
of rated officers, as well as their own performance. This 
support, however, is not strong enough to substantiate the 
DA statements that the Support Form appears to be making a 
Significant contribution to the evaluation process and the goal 
of better officer performance. 

A possible reason for this less than overwhelming support 
te seemgh= out in the question comcerning the number of dis- 
cussions the respondents have had with their raters in the last 
Six months. As the reader may remember, the response for this 
question indicated that the majority of respondents have had 
few, if any, discussions with their raters. The authors strongly 
Suspect that these results indicate that the Support Form is 
not being used as its designers intended. Much of the form's 
potential value is being lost because its goal-setting, objective- 
setting, and continual feedback functions are often being ignored. 
This finding is further substantiated by the many comments re- 
ceived concerning this topic. 

(2)--Results of Questions 10 and 11 indicate that officers 
would prefer an OER system that allows the rater to be res- 
ponsible for both performance and potential assessments. While 
officers agreed the rater was in the best position to assess 
performance they disagreed that the senior rater was in a superior 
position to assess potential. This iS in oppoSition to current 


DA policy which separates the two functions, allowing the rater 
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to assess performance and the senior rater to assess potential 
because of his broader experience base and perspective. An 
earlier study had also found disagreement on the above policy 
of splitting the performance and potential assessment. 

(3)--The results of Questions 12, 13, 22 and 23 indicate 
officers feel they must receive the maximum rating on Part IV, 
Part Va and Part Vb or their promotion Chances will be signif- 
icantly reduced. The intensity of this feeling varies depending 
whether the officer is the ratee or rater, with ratee responses 
being Significantly higher (at the .05 level) than rater responses. 
In either case, however, these perceptions are strong enough 
to account for DA findings which have found scores in these 
parts of the 67-8 to be skewed toward the high end. Although 
DA states that some less-than-maximum scores in these blocks 
are not career threatening, field perceptions of oe sample 
proved otherwise. Unless DA can cause this perception to be 
Changed, these sections of the OER are 1ikely to become meaning- 
less due to a self-fulfilling prophecy of inflation. 

From questions 14 and 25 it can be concluded that officers 
do not feel it necessary to receive the maximum rating in Part 
VIIa of the OER. No group of officers felt their promotion 
opportunities were significantly reduced if the senior rater 
did not place them in the top block of his potential assessment. 
This finding is in agreement with recent DA reports which said 
selection boards were promoting officers as low as the fifth 


DLOeK ; 
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Also, question 24 illustrates senior raters feel that their 
credibility as a rating official will be reduced if they topblock 
their officers. Taken together with the findings from questions 
14 and 25, this'is strong support for recent DA reports which 
have emphasized this aspect of the OER system. 

(4)--Surveyed officers feel that the senior rater's assess- 
ment of potential should not compare them with all other officers 
of the same grade. This general feeling was manifested by each 
of the three ranks of officers surveyed and is exactly oppossite 
from the guidance promulgated by DA. 

Comments indicated that some officers feel that this assess- 
ment of potential should only compare officers of the same 
branch, or general job category (1.e. combat, combat support, 
combat service support). Furthermore, several officers with 
highly specialized backgrounds (doctors, lawyers, etc.) indicated 
that there is no realistic way that they could be compared to 
other officers of the same rank in different branches. 

(5)--officers feel that selection koards place more emphasis 
on the senior rater’s input than the rater's input when screen- 
ing officers for promotion. This conclusion is based on the 
results of question 16, which found that a majority of the 
officers supported this view. This finding is not supported by 
published DA reports which have repeatedly stressed that selection 
boards are not biased towards the input of the senior rater. 
Despite DA's attempt to educate officers about the relative 
importance of the senior rater's input, there still exists a 


gap between official guidance and field perceptions. 
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In conjunction with the aforementioned conclusion, officers 
do not show strong support for the statement that the rater's 
input is the single most important part of the OER. The results 
provide a mixed response with CPT'’s and MAJ'S marginally sup- 
porting the statement while LTC's were in disagreement. Recent 
DA publications have indicated that the rater's performance 
narrative is the single most important section of the OER. 

While results of this study cannot say conclusively how the 
officers in the Sample feel about the statement, it can be 
inferred from the data that there is not strong Support for the 
statement as DA Has indicated. 

(6)--Rating inflation is still viewed as a problem with the 
current OER by the vast majority of Army officers. The mean 
for the question dealing with this topic was the most negative 
of all the questions asked (1.97). Survey results showed that 
78.2% of the respondents felt this way. The results from the 
Dilworth thesis done in 1971 showed that 78.8% of the officers 
surveyed felt inflation was a problem with the OER then in effect 
(DA Form 67-6). Thus, this negative perception has shown little 
Change in the intervening eleven years, even with the DA Form 
67-8. 

There exist mixed feelings concerning whether or not the 
current OER has helped to reduce the inflation problem of past 
OER systems. Respondents generally expressed either strong 
support or disdain for the value of the current system in this 


regard. Relatively few respondents lacked a Clear opinion on 
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this subject. The results, therefore, are inconclusive as to 
their degree of support for or against the optimistic statements 
previously made by DA officials. 

(7)--The current OER is perceived as an effective tool for 
identifying officers of little potential to the Army. On the 
other hand, the survey results are inconclusive as to whether 
Or not the OER is a good tool for identifying officers with the 
greatest future potential. Stated differently, the DA Form 
67-8 is seen as effective in weeding out incompetent officers, 
but not effective in isolating the really promising officers. 

(8)--By a margin of nearly three to one, officers feel that 
the current OER, DA Form 67-8, should not be replaced with a 
new report. This very strong degree of support three years 
after this OER first came out is a strong indication of its 
acceptance within the officer corps. This result is even more 
striking when one considers that in 1976, three years after 
the DA Form 67-7 made its debut, just under half the respondents 
of an earlier officer survey wanted it replaced. 

(9)--When officers were asked if the evaluation reports they 
have received under the current system have overrated, under- 
rated, or accurately portrayed their abilities, the results 
showed a fairly symmetric distribution of opinions. When com- 
pared with the earlier Dilworth thesis, a much larger percentage 
of respondents indicated that the current OER underrated their 
abilities (29.6% vs 5.4%). Thus, although respondents earlier 


stated that inflation was still a problem with the current OER, 
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the fact that many more officers feel underrated seems to support 
the official DA statements which say that the DA Form 67-8 has 
actually curbed the ineiaeion problem. 

(10)--The current OER format is the type most preferred by 
officers in the sample. When presented with a list of the most 
common evaluation techniques, officers chose forced distribution 
above all others. This finding supports DA statements which 
have said the 67-8 is the best, most effective evaluation 
technique adopted by the Army. A caution is needed here because 
of the phenomena of familiarity; that is, selecting a system 
because it is the one currently being used and thereby posing 
less uncertainty. Even allowing for this possibility, there 
were enough officers electing forced distribution and providing 
written comments about its usefulness to support DA reports. 

The technique least preferred is ranking. Officers do not 
like the idea of having an evaluation system that incorporates 
a direct comparison of their performance with that of their 
peers. Dilworth's earlier thesis also identified ranking as 
the least preferred method of evaluation. It appears that there 
exists strong negative feelings about this technigue that have 


persisted through time. 


C. RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1)--Due to the lackluster results of survey questions 
Concerning the Support Form and the many individual comments 
directed at this subject, it is felt that DA officials need 


to take a closer look at this form's usage. It 1S suggested 
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that a monitoring system be developed which would more reliably 
ensure that the rater and ratee conduct periodic and timely 
discussions and preformance reviews as dictated by existing 
regulations. The authors presume no access to a magical per- 
Suasion tactic, but hope that the Department of the Army will 
be able to devise a mechanism that might enhance the Support 
Form to be seen as the powerful tool it was intended to be. 

(2)--In view of the limited resources available to conduct 
this study it is recommended that similar research be carried 
out to determine whether the problem areas brought out in this 
thesis exist Army-wide. 

(3)--The authors would 11iKe to suggest that measures of two 
additional factors be included in any Similar research done in 
the future. The first of these measures revolves around an 
individual's self-esteem and his perceived importance of the 
ratings received on the OER. The hypothesis to be tested by 
this measure is that individuals with high self-esteem place 
less importance on abSolute scores and more importance on actual 
job accomplishment. 

The second measure to be included in this future research 
Concerns how an individual's perception of organizational 
effectiveness is influenced by forced rating systems. The 
hypothesis is that officers believe that any type of forced 
rating system will disrupt organizational performance because 
many will place their own goals of excelling above the goals 


of increased organizational effectiveness. 
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(4)--In conjunction with number three above, it is recom- 
mended that research be done to determine the nature and results 
of such officer competition upon the total organizational climate 


and performance. 
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Gs Training troepe en |. an 


6. Tactical handling of troops (units 
appropriate to officer’s grade)—_.|_-_.|_._.-.! 








H. To what degrees bas he exhibited the following qualifications? Consider him jn comparison with 
others of hia grade and indicate your estimate by marking X in the appropriate rectanglo. 
(See par. D above.) 








1. Phyaloal activity (agility; ebiily o work rpidlp)- 0 eee ee ne eee eee | Een ere ae ites a 
2, Phyaloal’ endurance: (speci ler pralcaged everGie). nen enn nnn: crv enencevcccccnce cee cones lon anna foceseeforeeee|eoeoenfeseen=foreery 
3% Military bearing and neatneas (dignily of demenscy; seat and unarl oppenranee) o.oo nce nn een en ene ene ee ee fee nn feneene|oowene [er enee| one es neces 
4. Attention to duty (ibe trail af working oronghly and consci¢utonsly) iss Son | Nc bees ace ie 
&. Cooperation (scting joinily and efectiroly with another ex olbera, milidary or civilian, to allais s designated objeciite).......----2—-----]----0|----a0|-osnee {eons -aferer 2-[oomnne 


G. Initiative (tho trail af beesaning qeoded work or Waking approprute action on his own reeponsibildy ia absence ef osMtrt). ..-. 22 —-— anes ewes -e nne-|-nnenn}eonee- |---| oo evee]-omee 

telligence (the ability be andersisad readily sew ideas or instractions).---____ 

- Fore (the facaity ef carrying oot wiss energy nad resolalion that which on examination is belioved ressagable, nghl, ox duty) anon] anne ne nfo nae] o- nan ef em none |e meer 

® Judgment and common sense (ibe abiliy to think clearly and arrive af logical ceaclasions) 

10. Leadership (capacily to direct, control, and icfloeoce oibers in deGnile Lose of action o¢ movement ead oli] mainlein hich moras)......----.---|------|------|--—--|------]------]- = 
W.D., &. G. O. Furm No. 67--July 1, 1004. 
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9. 





<e of officer reported on «Name of reporting officer . 








L. During the period covered by this report has he taken advantage of the opportunities afforded him to improve his professional 
knowledge? 
q. Has ho exhibited any weaknesses—tcmperamental, moral, physical, ete.—which adversely affect his efficiency? 
yes, describe them. (FACT or OPINION. Line out one.) 
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EK. Proper authority having decided on tho methods and procedure to accomplish a certain end, did he render willing and generous 
support regardless of his personal views in the matter? a i is 

L. Sinco last report has he been mentioned favorably or unfavorably in official communications? 
AR 600-185.) 

M. During the period covered by this report was he the subject of any disciplinary measure that should be included on his record? 
_-—-_. If yes, enclose separate statement of nature and attendant circumstances. 

N. Write a brief general estimate of this officer In your own words —.._-.._..--. 











(See par. 18, 
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O. How well do you know him? 
P. Remarks (including entry required by par. lla, AR 600-185) 
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Q. In case any unfavorable entries have been made by you on this report, were the deficiencies indicated hereon brought to the 
attention of the officer concerned whi.c > .der your command and prior to the rendition of this report? If yes, what 
SIRI ONGCIEOWER, CEI URAC, seston we ws ope eee node ne 5 ws Semen meres sane see nes Coes eames Snee eee eeae seccencecens sasceeeses—waccne 
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If no improvement was noted, what period of time elapsed between your notification to him of his deficiencies and the rend} 
tion of this report? J 
I. Based on your observation during the period covered by this report, give in your own words your estimate of his GENERAL 
VALUE TO THE SERVICE 
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S. I certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief ail ontries made hereon are true and impartia: and are {n accordance with 





vee mee 





AR 600-185. 
(Bigned) enn nnnne nnn nner ne on nnn nee nerncc ne con nne ww cons eevenerenee 
NUM ha aa sae cs we es ees ecer ec eee ween eceeneneeense cesses 
es LaRosa oo ne se ee bat Sam aes ounwacesoncccancsee Pree 
er CIV oo a a oo es wen cnm ne eiaes acres aera 
I a ea eae seas oe ene nneminbesconmteasian 
Ce ooo aera poss LORD ck monn senrecnemesnsmmascaine 
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“Write nothing below this line, 
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WD AGO FORM 6/ ~ 1 FEB 1945 





ee oma 


USE TYPEWRITER IF POSSIBLE 
iF NOT, PLEASE PRINT 








AnPLACE fear oeea OF REPORT 















THEATER OR COMMAND ORGANIZATION AND UNIT DATE OF REPORT 
BR OFFICER REPORTED UPON s 
LAST NAME—FIRST NAME—MIODLE INITLAL | SERIAL NUMBER GRADE ARM OR SERVICE COM. 





PERIOD COVERED | FROM 


BY REPORT 
; » 

CG STATIONS AT WHICH OFFICER SERVED AND DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 

PLACE “XIN BOX OR BOXES TO CLASSIFY DUTY 


DATE OF BIRTH 









OFFICIAL STATUS OF OFFICER WITH RESPECT TO YOU 









Limsted | General 
















DAYS 





| a = 


. WRITE A BRIEF GENERAL ESTIMATE OF THIS OFFICER. REFER TO POINTS OF WEAKNESS AS WELL AS STRENGTH. UNFAVORABLE ENTRIES OF OPINION IN THIS ESTL 
MATE NEED NOT BE REFERRED TO THE OFFICER SEING RATED. 
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oy 





























: F. G. WHAT DEGREE OF SUCCESS HAS HE ATTAINED UNDER THE FOLLOWING? PLACE AN “X- 
IN. THE APPROPRIATE SPACE TO DENOTE RP®ATING. &N TER THE PROPER NUMERICAL VALUE 
ALL ENTRIES INDICATE YOUR ATTITUDE IN THE APPROPRIATE CCLUMN UNDER “ICTAL VALUE NO VALUE SHOULD BE ENTERED 
ARE FORMULATED WOULD YOU FOR A RATING OF UNKNOWN, SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON THE REVERSE SIDE. 
ON THE FOLLOWING : ee 
RAT. | Unser. | Set.) V. 5. | EXC. | SUP. Un. | TOTAL VALUE 
3ASED ON i ATTITUDE | x vat | —4 $21 2:3) 4's 16] 7 |krown) Tor! | +Toul 
| | 1. Physical Actrvity and Endurence Roses i 
INTIMATE DAILY CONTACT | PARTICULARLY DESIRE HIM? | Se 
2. Stabdslity Under Pressure -- | | 
EEL TLE SS = ——! , 
3. Attention to Duty : : 
FREQUENT O8SERVATICN OF i | 
THE RESULTS OF HIS WORK | BE PLEASED TO HAVE Hi Conc ‘oe | 
INFREQUENT OBSERVATION S. Initietwe | | 
OF THE RESULTS OF HiS WORK pees Ave nin? 











ACADEMIC RECORDS 


6. Intelligence 
eeOTIONAvening |) oees —-— es 
| 8. Judement and Common Sense me | | | 
+ ee poem joer eS 
DERINITELY NOTWANTHIM7} — |->_teesenhe ele = oe aen eon ee 


I 10. Abslity to Obten Results | i i 








OFICIAL REPORTS 











H. | Fevorably is i Yesor No 

Since last ree, Yes or No During the pericd covered by this report in case unfavorable entries heve been 

port hes he ben » wes he the suvovect of any disciplinary made, other than in D and/or fF, were 

mentioned in of- | “jnfevoraoly | measure that shoud be included on his the dehciencies brought to the officers 

hosel commune | Ves of No record? If so, enctose seperate statement erention while under your command => 
cations? of mature and attendant circumstances. ' ano prior to oreparation of this report? Value 





tL. OQUTISTANDING SPECIALTIES OF WALUE IM MILITARY SERVICE, MAKE NO ENTRIES EXCEPT M. 
WHERE STATEMENT -S BASED ON PERSON 4L CBSERVATION OR OFFICIAL REPORTS. SHOW Enter numerical rating using the Follow. i 
PILOT AND/OR OBSERVER RATINGS OF AIR CORPS OFFICERS. ing Dest: Nuwerice) rating equeis the net | Numerice 

velue (K) divided by totel numoer of Rating 
entries for which @ numerical reting 
wet aiven. 





N. 

Enter ediectrvel rating besed on nu- 

mencel rating( M). Use following code. 
Below © (——4) ~= Unsatisfactory 





000 199 a= Setistectory 
90to 349 ~— Very setiiectory 
3.510 5.49 —Excellent 

5.Sto 7.0 ~= 5uperior 


a { CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF ALL ENTIRES MADE HEREON ARE TRUE AND IMPARTIAL AND ARE IN ACCORDANCE WiTH A 600-185 
CLOSURES | SIGNATURE | TYPE NAME, GRADE AND ORGANIZATION COMMANDING WHAT? 
{ . | 


‘WD AGO Foam G7 (This form supersedes WD AGO Form 67, 27 September 1044, 1-10 19—25206-4 
1 FES 1945 wiuch willbe used antu existing stocks are exbseusted.) 





THES SPACE FO® CONTINUATION OF REMARKS IF NEEDED 


167. TMD. 








INSTRUCTIONS 
(SEE AR 600-185) 


4. Efficiency retings comonse an evaluation of an officer in comoarision with others of the seme grade. In @ lame grouo of oficen, such as ere normally etsigned to an intantry division, 
the lew of everages will establish thet ebout twenty percent ol the onicers ol esch grade moy be superior: about twenry percent may be in the two lower classifications ol very setitlactory and 
satisfactory (Unsatisfactory officers should be sdentshed promatiy and reciassined), the remaimna sixty per cent who constitute the mass of thoroughly capedie officers would lail into the excellens 
category. Commanders of regimen:s and large units must analyze the reports presered within thew organization and whenever the distr:oution vanes markedly from the above the ressons must 
be sought. It 1s highly important that c-ficers who ere genuinety sucerior be :dentined by their ratings so tnat these talents may oe fully utuiized. itis also important to identufy these officers 
whose queiificanons and sanaards of performance of duty ere above the minrmum required, tut who ere cleariy below the stanaerd estaolished by the mass of cthicers of thew grade. A semes 
of reports of an individuel onficer should present @ hichly accurate evaluation of his worth. © 


2. Prior to hiling In Section G of this report consider carefully the following definitions and the numerical values assigned to esch. Keeo them in mind when reting, taking into considere- 


ton the length of service of officer you are rating and the opportunities edorded him, which aight have « bearing uoon his performance of duty, personal checacteristics, of proiessional quatifice- 
ona. 


Unsatisdactory: Perfarmance of the perticuler duty reported upon or personal charecterisucs or professionel qualifications below minimum standerds—ine Ficient. 
Setisdectory: Performence of the caruculer duty repomed upon or personal cherecteristics of professional qualifications uo to minimum standerd—oenably efficient. 


Very Setidectory: Performance of the particuler duty reponed upon in an efficient manner. Persone] characteristics, professionel qualifications, of efficiency above thet acceptable es sat- 
lectory. 


Exceleat Performance of the particulier duty reponed upon in « very efficient manner. Personal charecteristics, professionel qualifications, or efiaency above very satistactory but below 
bupertor. 


Seperior, Outstanding end exceptional performance of the perticuler duty reported upon. Penanal cherecteristics, profersional qualifications, or ¢ ficiency ebove thet considered exceilent. 


Unkaewn: To be used in oll cases in which the reoorting officer hes hed Insufficient opportunity during the oeriod covered by this report to observe the officer reporned uoon to permit 
a racing a3 ta the performance of the paruculer duty, his personal characteristics, or professranel qualincatuions, 
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APPENDIX C 


WD AGO FORM 67-1 





a 

Unit Adjutant or Personnel Cllicer will complete Sect band Wh. } 

Ke p Ons ' 
EFFICIENCY REPORT Rating Ofiicer will complete Sections it, IV, V, Vi, Vil, VII, and IX 

See AR 600-185 for details, indorsing Ollicer will complete Sections Ii, V, Vil, and [X. 











Section |, OFFICER REPORTED UPON 


Use typewriter or print in ink. Use carbon paper to fill cut Seci:ion It at same time, See AR 6UUe185. 
“~ST NAME FIRST NAME INITGAL SERIAL NUM3ER |} GRADE ARM O8 SIRVICE | COMPONENT PLRIOD OF REPORT 

















THE ATER OR CONTINENTAL 
COMMAND 


UNIT, ORGANIZATICN AND STATION PRIMAKY MOS DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


{MOS CONE) 
















DUTY LEAVE OTHER NON. OUTY 





ce RR me ee 
DATE OF RLPOKS FOR REPORTS RENDERED BLCAUSE OF PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION, SUPPLY ADORLSS OF UNIT ANDO INSTALLATION ec 
WHERE OFFICER WILL REPORT 


pg ee gmp em eee 
NAME, GRADE, AND CRGANIZATION O8 Unit OF RATING OFFICER NAME, GRADE, AND ORGANIZATION OR UNIT St INDORSING OFFICER OA 


Section Il. DATA AND SUGGESTIONS FOR USE IN ASSIGNMENT 


NOTE. Information on this page will be forwarded to the Career Sranch ol the Personnel and Administration Division by TAG alter ralings 
have been determined. Prope: future assignment and uiilizaion of the olficer wul depend upon the care sth winch inlormation in this section 
is lormulated and reporied. Use typewriter of print in ink. 


A. DUTIES ACTUALLY PERFORMED ON PRESENT JOB To be supplied by Rater. Be specific. Give his duty assignment and all 
additional duties with enough specific detail to show scope of job in each area. 














B. DESCRIPTION OF OFFICER RATED AND COMMENTS. These paragraphs should cover physical. mental. moral quahties of rated 
officer, specialties of value to tho Army. and any special defects or weaknesses aifecting his ability to do enrtain assignments. 
a NMOAENTS OF RATING OFFICER COMMINTS Gr 1OORSING OFFICIR 


C. ESTIMATED DESIRASILITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES. Assume you arc a commander of a inajor unit in war. Indicate to what exten? 
you would want the rated officer to serve under you in the next higher crade in 
each type of duty described below Place an X in the proper box. using the 
shaded NA area if the duty 1s not applicable. If line his used. specify the nature RATER INDOR SER 
of tho speciaity. 
a. Mepresent your viewpoint and make decisions in your name at a higher headquarters. 
b. Command a unit immediateiy subordinate to you on a compat mission. 
c. Be resoonsible :n an emeroency calling tor initiative. cooinass forcofui leadersnip. 
IZ. Work on an 3ss19nmenr requiring great attention to detai anc routine. eae oi oi 
| e Pian ail asoects of 3 mustary situation, using pudgment. initiative, and coolnass. i ae Dear} <a iS = 


>» 








| f Carry out an assionment in a civilian component such as ROTC. NG. or ORC. 
| a. Reoresent you where tact and ability to oef aiong with people are needed 

h. Werk on an astiqnment as specialist or technician. (Sp2city.} 

1. Cairy out the dunes of the type of work to which he 1s row assianed. 

D IMMEDIATE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CAREER DEVELOPMENT. Be soeciiie. 
RATER § RECOMMENDATION FOR ASSIGNMENT (MOS CODE} INDORSER'S RECOMMENDATION FOR ASSIGNMENE .mMOS CODE} 


HAPPS TO 
boda 
Aunt ip 


TARE AjCttat 











RATER S KECCMMEND ATION: OR FURTHER TRAIWING INDORSEK'S R-COMMENDATION FOR FURTHER TRAINING 








5 INTIMATE DAILY FREQUENT OBSERVATION OF INFREQUENT OBSERVATION OF ACADEMIC OFFICIAL 
E. ENTRIES ARE BASEO ON ©} contact THE RESULTS OF HIS WORK THE RESULTS OF HIS WORK RECORDS REPORTS 
RATER WILL CHECK) 
-AGO FORM jum (NAM 1 TS, 2100 F 1429 
WD ss: wt a7 67—1 PART 1 


OBSOLETE FORM 


oG 











Uns Adjutant or Personnel Officer will complete Sed 1 and IN. 
} EE FICIENCY REPORT Rating Officer will complete Sections I, IV, V, i a one and 1X. 
WD AGO form 67-1 Pant 2 See AR 600-185 for details. indorsing Olficer will complete Sections Il, V, VH, and IX. 

Section |i. OFFICER REPORTED UPON 


Enter same information as for Section |. 


ani oa * . hea, 


cota Can, CONTINENTAL UNIT, ORGANIZATION, AND STATION OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


a aia 





PERIOD Of REPORT 








DATE OF REPORT FOR REPORTS RENDERED BECAUSE OF PERMANENT CHANGE Of STATION, SUPPLY ADORESS OF UNIT AND INSTALLATION PC 
WHERE OFFICER WILL REPORT 












READ INSTRUCTION SHEET CAREFULLY 


A. Becomes dogmatic about 3 
his authority. zs 


. Careless & simmahod ea 
dtienthion IQ duty. 















A. Fails te work for the 
best interest of ail. 


0. Has o oh degree oo 
ot mineirve. 38 es 


Fats te sueport 3 62 
fettow etheers a 


. Oversteps his authority, 





A. Always cncises nies 
newer Draries rm . 





















Carnes out orders by <r 
“pesng the buch.” “e 4 


C. Knows bis ob and 
pertorms 4 weil 












. Never makes sncmes 
lor bus rustohon. 


D. Slow m accomplishing 2 
as work 3 


No one ever doubts 
hrs abality, 


. Well-grounded in all 
phases of Arevy life 





Geves clear end concue 
directions. 














Plays neo txvornes, . Very enacting ia all details. 










































A Fellows closely chrectons 3 A Constanity atrewing for new 9% A, Cretieczes policies of 308 
of higher echelons. at tnowledge and seas. eats mpenors Bo 
i = 
8. inclined ta “gold-tret.” SNe | @ Busenosahe. 5 Slaw tO. Others con? work 
“ 2 5 es § ; wath hu. 
< < 
<& Criterzes unnecessardy. 0: * C Apparently not Co 4 he 193 wrong, will 
< nee physically fet. < ° ome admmat id. 
} Willag to accept : 1D Fails to use good cf ot The man know they can rety 
| reseonububty. See judgment. : : on his judgment. 
A. A go-getier whe shways 3) dT A Connor assume Se se . Doesa’l try to “ovil rant.” 
does 8 goed 100. 2 BS re1oonmbelity ae 
% Cool under all 2 Sta] @ Knows how and when to = law f B. Knows men, jhew cap 
corcurmslences, we. 3 delegate author sty is 5 abilines & fiertahone. 
< < 
C Doesn't fiver to O32 CC Olters suggesans On: 3 lew sificrency. 
sug geshens. < 5 :. - = : 
D  Oreves instead of leeds. - nM 1D. Toe easy changes ins aie Uses @ steady monetone 
: as a in hes speech, 
REAO INSTRUCTION SHEET CAREFULLY : 
Section V. JOB PROFICIENCY 


BEFORE MARKING THIS SECTION 


Management and operation of muitary malters not inchuded in ; 
1 Assisting comnanders of battalions of larger units in devising methods 
tacics end slretegy. 5 . 
of meetng ihe requrements of mirtary wiuations. 


2 The dwecthons of the over-all opershon of @ muldary und. 

- Fresaniiag iezmmung msionals on a classeoom suiushon on 8 military & Orires involving sercnavtical shills performed by rated officers. 
or ervilian component. 

4 Exercise cf specrahzed incwisdge, requiring tengthy iechaoiogical 7% ; indie ae ta A industrial Coll os 
tranrung 


FOR RATING OFFICER FOR INOORSING OFFICER 


e@ @ 16 PRIMARY 


2 o oe . as 
s ee oe ee se re rT se 
e ee a ue ee oe =e 

o 


PRIMARY 


+s." 
we 
Site. ae 
~ 
we 
™“ 


| ECOMOARY : 2 ? ‘ : ae? $ , 3 SECONDARY 


29 NOT mT Ga 
oe eo eee Ee ee 


OBSOLETE FORM 


99 
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Section VI. PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS 
Use ELECTROGRAPHIC PENCIL, following same direchons 31 lor Section [V. Make ONE mark in EACH column for cach set of items. 





























People work for & with hrm A. Lacks abdlily fo instore com Uf A. Plenty ol miltlary snag, , A ObtainsrespectRobedienca fF 
because of his perionaluy. fidercca of men & ofiicers. Si sae beanng, & neatness. = a withoul cousing resentment, 2 
= ‘ - 
. Never rank: constrous. B fasygong. Be : Hw] 8 Normally cheerlul 3 w | B. Loucks ayoressrveness, Pe un 
4 « 1 « 8 - 
Thanks only of huenelf. C. Type of man everyone O:: C Can't take eritesm, 0. : C Has an excellent command 2: 
bhes lor a Inend. ‘: a j <2 ol language. “ 
= = = 
. Warnes a great deal. 0. Has 8 quet, dignified Fe “TID. Doesn't get stong : ~1 0. Lacking in good conduct sone 
bearing. : with people & moral habs oY 3: 
A Active m athlenes. it Hot- emper ect. A. Modes & reserved : : A. Coolheaded 28 
a Ve i =a oR 
— cad = 
8. Fm tae not overbeanng. wad B. Fails to demonsicate B. Dowsa'l have dine or {1B Commands iespect by [ile 
eo ongmalty lurce he should Cn Iss acheons We 
i <q 8 < 11 < 
C. Eqotesmecal. OO: 3: Rauerved CC Antisacnd Pes C. Overbearma. O: a. 
ice ~ So awe 
= = = 
5 Rubs people the ts ian linpresses people favorably. D. Respected dy ail “10. Indifferent, oie sae 
wrong wey. cs lellow officers. ae 
A Compliments a man ca aes A boasthd. aa A A queat, unassuming ollicer 3. OC A. lmwaiure, x 8 
tus good wort, = ee 3 ae oR Ba 
- - - = 
B. Loses bes head. getsencited. 3 “wl B. Insperes pride im the ; wi & Follows rather than leads. = Nw] Bo Modest but not renrnag. {iw 
wr. - organzaton we ae we ° “a a 
3 < 6 < 9 < 12 < 
C. Mas adaurahon of oflecers O-: * C. Lacks toes. 3. ; C ttas an atistuste of QO: i C. Nervous QO: rs 
& mon ashe ; ah bm $UO]L antsy — ; a 
= = <= z 
D Poor m drew & “1D  Thoughitul of others. £ “10 Teeth - = 10 Thoroughty cooperaive oe 
appearance oo in hes work. 3% OSS 
Section Vil. PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS 
Use ELECTROGRAPHIC PENCIL, following same directions as for Section V. MARK ALL SIX QUALIFICATIONS. 
FOR RATING OFFICER FOR INDORSING OFFICER ‘ 
Tne ceyree io which he 15 able fo meet wivations without aes ee eee et cee . Be tS 
bias ang withews wrnotions! vosel u 
The dee lo whch he 1 able and willusg to work with ee a a te 
olber olticess and entisied men, a ; ence » 
Tw degree io winch he is able to act on ha own —- lel ee cee oe Ae 
festmoltteily in absence of orders. a es + 
| The wtenmte 19 which be 16 ele 10 discrmanie & evaluste - 2 4 ot 
j Iser* 10 arrwve at logical conciusions ‘ ‘ 
[te ce vegete te winch his aupearance and behaviw couse an oe: Oe te UE 
peace to 1esct lavorealy 3 cf c: : ; 
Ths eegres lo wtich be 1s cble to carry out orders with Pees es ae aa 
cometency & Uimness 10 cchieve obtectives ae — : 





Section Vill. OVER-ALL RELATIVE RANK 
FOR RATER ONLY 





NW these ollicers were arranged in order consdenng over-all luture useful 


The number of officers om tsi5 nets 10 the Aimy from highest Nu ti to poorest! thes ollicer would be No. 
Qt.cae rmied by me at Ih-a ime _ of the tote grain raied 


Section IX. AUTHENTICATION 


Use tyDewnriler of ink, except ior siqnaturet 


I certify tha: | hava raad the current AR 600-185 and that all ratings are made in accordance with instructions contained therein, and that 
10 the best of my knowledge and belief ai! entries contarsed hereon are tue and mnoartiai. 


SIGNATUKE OF RATING CFFICER SIGM ATURE CF INDORSING OFFICER 




















NAME, GRADE, AtiD ORGANIZATION OR UNIT NAME, GRADE. AND ORGANIZATION O8 UNIT 





OFICIAL STAIUS OF RATED OFFICER WIIH RESPECT TO RATING OFFICER OFFICIAL STATUS CE RATED OFFICER WITH RESPECT IO INDORIING OFFICER 
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APPENDIX D 


DA FORM 67~2 





ae OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 


SECTION ! 
2. SERVICE NUMBER 





LAST NAME =~ FIRST NAME = INITIAL 







%. CONTROL 
SRANCH 


qe PERIOD OF REPORT a. DAYS OF 


aia | a | 


10. NAME, GRADE, SERVICE NUMBER ANO ORGANIZAT!OM OR UNIT OF 
INDORSING OFFICER 


6. UNIT, ORGANIZATION ANO STATION 












9. NAME, GRADE, SEAVICE NUMBER ANDO ORGANIZATION OR UNIT OF 
RATING OFFICER 





Ll. REASON FOR REPORT PCS RATEO OFFICER CHANGE OUTY RATED OFFICERC_} OTHER (Specify) 
(Sentry annuat CJ PCS RATING OFFICERC3 CHANGE OUTT RATING OFFICER 


(De note write in thia epaca) 


Lj. OUTIES ACTUALLT PERFORMED ON PRESENT JOB (Give hie duty MOS, eae gnment, and briatiy describe asjor additional 
dutjea) 





14. ENTRIES ARE BASED ON 

OBSERVATION OF 30-59 OUTY oAYS(__} OBSERVATION OF 69 OUTY DAYS OR MORE (__} OFFICIAL REPORTS CJ 

15. DESCRIPTION OF OFFICER RATED AND COMMENTS (Theee paragcaphs ehovid covar physical, mental, aorai quaiitiaa of ratad officar, 
and any apecial atrangths or vweaknassae affecting hie ebility ¢o do cartein easignmenta not covared eiaavhera in the report) 
A. COMMENTS OF RATING OFFICER 








B. COMMENTS OF INOORSING OFFICER (__) 1 00 NOT KNOW THE RATEO OFFICER SUT 1! HAVE CONFIDENCE 1 THE RATER®S JUOGMENT 
C7] 1 00 NOT KNOW THE RATEO OFFICER VERY WELL BUT | HAVE CONFICENCE IN THE RATER'S wiincurur 










16A. RATER®S CERTIFICATE 


1 CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY XNOWLEQGE ANO SELIEF 
ALL ENTRIES MADE MEREON BY ME ARE TRUE AXO IMPARTIAL ANO ARE 
IN ACCOROANCE WITH AR 600-185. 


SIGNATURE OF RATER 


G- RELATION TO RATEO OFFICER 


ss ‘ la. ENTERED ON (DATE INITIALS OF 
is report bas inclosures (insert _Q if eppropriate PERSONNEL 
s J c re wO0 AGO FORM 66 eR teen 


© 
ay ok AGO FORM 67-2 REPLACES OA AGO FORM 67-1, 1 JUL 47, OMICH 
Le 1 SEP 50 BECOMES OS8SOLETE EFFECTIVE 15 SEP 50. 


Be [NOORSER’S CERTIFICATE 


1 CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEQGE ANO BELIES 
ALL ENTRIES MADE MEREGN BY WE ARE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL ANO ARE 
{NW ACCORDANCE WITH AR 600-155. 


OATE SIGNATURE OF !NOORSER 








OFFICIAL RELATION TO RATED CFFICER 


“ 


1 Ge 










ESTIMATED OESIRASILITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES = INOICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU WOULO OESIRE THE RATEO OFFICER TO 

S®OVE UNCER YOU IN EACH TYPE OF OQUTY DESCRIBEO BELOW. PLACE AN X IM THE PROPER BOX. CONSIOER EACH ITEM iN TERMS 
* PRIATE TO RATEO GRAQE ANOQ BRANCH. USE THE “UNKNOWN” COLUMN ONLY IF THE NATURE OF YOUR CCNTACTS WITH THE RATEO 

ER MAKES IT IMPOSSIBLE FOR YOU TO MAKE ail ESTIMATE OF HIS PROBABLE USEFULNESS IN A PARTICULAR ASSIGNMENT. 


Paar aa IMDORSER 


en eeeees 


eh OO AO}; O Oo O/0/0/0 


6. SERVE AS A STAFF OFFICER SSCS<«;7;7 >EP”””C«éir 


spe: FO} OO O 


C. WORK AS A SPECIALIST, PROFESSIONAL PERSON, OR TECHNICIAN = ij: 
_— tO} 


OD. TEACH IN A CLASSROOM SITUATION os 
ee ee 










A. COMMAND® A UNIT 





eeetores 


E. SERVE IN & CAPACITY INVOLVING MANY CONTACTS WITM CIVILIANS-[. cue 
@29- CONTRACT NEGOTIATION, ROTC, NG, ORC. ETC. 


te 


Fe CARRY OUT AN ASSIGNMENT INVOLVING MOSTLY AOMINISTRATIVE 
OUTIES 


Ge REPRESENT YOUR VIEWPOINT IN LIAISON ACTIVITIES [OF OM a 
Sy “ 






ne neteoee 


eoT 


0 ee 


M. MAKE OECISIONS ANO TAKE ACTION IN YOUR NAME OQURING YOUR 
ABSENCE 


1. 3E RESPONSIBLE IN AN EMERGENCY REQUIRING FORCEFUL 
LEAOERSNIP 


eon nnee 


PREFER HEM TO MOST 


CJ odo doco ot 


saeeeeces 


PAATICULAALY DESERE TO wave NEW 


are oe 













K. COMMENT, ANO/OR CLARIFY ABOVE RATINGS AS OEEMED NECESSARY; INCLUOE ANY SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS OF VALU 


rm 


TO SERVICE 





services, administrative services, of eteéf, interpret thie to seen managerisi cesponeibilities commensaurete 


with command, 





SECTION U1 


A. PERFORMANCE OF QUTY—CONSIDERING OHLY OFFICERS 

CANS GRADE ANO BRAACH WITH aBOUT THE SAME COM- 

» 5 OWED SERVICE, RATE THE OFFICER ON PERFORMANCE! 

‘ie duty eealgnmene. READ ALL OESCRIPTIONS ANO 

: aCE A HEAVY X tw THE 80X OPPOSITE BEST OESCRI P= 
1CKx. 


Te. EXCELS ANY OTHER OFFICER 1 KNOW IN PERFORMANCE OF 
THIS OUTY [ (ei 


S$. OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE OF THIS OUTY FOUNO IN VERY 
FEW OFFICERS 

5e VERY FINE PERFORMANCE OF OUTY OF SUCH A NATURE THAT 
THIS OFFICER #OULO BE MARO TO REPLACE 
4. PERFORMS THIS OUTY IN SUCH A COMPETENT, OEPENOABLE | | 
MANNER THAT THIS OFFICER IS AN ASSET TO THE SERVICE [3 L] 


SECTION IV 




















WHAT 1S YOURESTIMATE OF THE RATED OFFICER'S OVER- 
ALL VALUE TO THE SERVICE? COMPARE HIM WITH OFFICERS | 
OF THE SAME GRAOE, SRANCH AND OF ABOUT THE SAME 
LENGTH OF COMMISSIONED SERVICE, PLACE A HEAVY X OP— 
POSITE THE MOST APPROPRIATE DESCRIPTION. 





1KDORSER 


RATER 
iNDORSLR 











8. THE “OST OUTSTANOING OFFICER | KNOW 


. ONE OF THE FEW HIGHLY OUTSTANOING OFFICERS | KNOW 





a Reape © A OTHE CERSIMAMCE OF THIS OUTY A VERY FINE OFFICER WHO 1S A OISTINCT ASSET TO THE 


SERVICE 







B. IN THE EVENT OF jawadiate mobilization, AHAT IS 
THE nigheet level of perforaence YCU WOULO EXPECT 
FROM THE RATEO OFFICER? REAO ALL OESCRIPTIONS ANO 
PLACE A HEAVY X IN THE BOX OPPOSITE GEST OESCRIP= 
TION. 












5. A COMPETENT, DEPENOABLE OFFICER OF GREAT VALUE TO 
THE SERVICE 


{HDORSER 





A TYPICALLY EFFECTIVE OFFICER wHO IS A CREDIT TO 
THE ARMY 













WOULO GIVE AN OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE AT two gredda iC Cn 

feveie HIGHER | 

6. WOULO GIVE & COMPETENT ANO DEPENOABLE PERFORMANCE 

AT two srede leveie HIGMER C] (] 

5. WOULO GIVE A FAIRLY AQEQUATE PERFORMANCE AT ewo iO ‘a 
frede levels HIGHER 


AN ACCEPTABLE OFFICER WHOSE YALUE !5 LIMITED IN 
SOME RESPECTS 













Ue Fwlo GIVE AN OUTSTANDING PERFORWANCE AT THE newt { 
wqher GRACE iS {_] 2, AN OFFICER WHO PERFORMS ACCEPTABLY IN A LIMITED 
BOULO GIVE A COMPETENT ANDO OEPENOABLE PERFORMANCE RANGE OF ASSIGNMENTS, BUT “nO COULO EASILY BE {J C] 
Sw AT THE nowt Adgher GRACE C] & REPLACEO 
2. WOULO GIVE A FALIALY 4QEQUATE PERFORMANCE AT THE 
newt. higher GRAOE Le Ad OFFICER wHO OOES NOT HAVE THE CALIBRE THAT OWE if] ie 


higher GRACE 


¢ 


1. WOULD GIVE AN INACEQUATE PERFORMANCE AT THE nexe Ol SHOULO REASONABLY EXPECT IN AN OFFICER 





APPENDIX & 


DATE ORME == 


OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 
(AR 600-185 and SR 600- 185-1) 


SECTION | 


7 PERIOD OF REPORT 


8 REASON FOR REPORT C7 Annval 9. BASIS FOR RATING OFFICER'S ENTRIES 
C73 Chenge duty rated officer C3 PCS rated officer 

(] Chenge duty rating afficer C73 PCS eating afficer 
C7 Other (Specity) (=) Frequent observotion C7 Reports and records 


10. DUTIES ACTUALLY PERFORMED ON PRESENT JOB ASSIGNMENT (Give hie duty MOS , job eestgnment, and brieliy deecribe mejar 
additional dutiee). 













"NAME - FIRST NAME - MIDDLE INITIAL 


& UNIT, ORGANIZATION, AND STATION OF RATED OFFICER 


CI Clase daily contact CJ) infrequent observation 


il, OFFICER CHARACTERISTICS RATER INDORSER 


UNSATIS- SATIS- UNSATIS- SATIS- 
ate UNKNOWN cactrory racTtory UNKNOWN CActrory FACTORY 
a. Haw effective is this officer in the maintenance of supply discipline? (e=s} (ee) 


b. Haw effective is this afficer in utilization af personnel? Eo ES es) — 


c. FOR RATER ONLY - Does this officer passess the physical, mental, UN KNOWN NO If UNKNOWN of NO explain in 
ond moral qualities expected for his grade, brancn, ond length af com Eon 
missioned service? 


d. FOR RATER ONLY - Could this officer be expected to serve odequate- a If UNKNOWN or NO explain in 


ly 1m ony normal branch assignment commensurate with his grade? detoil in item 12a. 


12. DESCRIPTION OF RATED OFFICER AND COMMENTS. Remarks should caver any special strengths or weaknesses affecting performance of duty 
or ability ta perform other types af assignments. If officer served in cambat during period, state number af days ( days) and discuss 
agths ond weaknesses exhibited in combot. 


detail in item 12a. 


,amments of rating afficer 


b. Comments of indorsing alficer 
[—) | da not know the rated alficer well enough to complete the severse side af this report. 


13. RATING OFFICER’S NAME, GRADE, SERVICE NUMBER, BRANCH, j*4- INDORSING OFFICER'S NAME, GRADE, SERVICE NUMBER, BRANCH, 
ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT ORGANIZATION, AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


t CERTIFY THAT TO TME BEST OF MY KNOWLE OGE ANO BELIEF | CERTIFY THAT TO THE SEST OF MY KNOWLEOGE ANO BELIEF 
ALL ENTRIES MACE HEREON SY ME ARE TRUE AND IMPARTIAL ANDO ;ALL ENTRIES MACE HEREON 8 Y ME ARE TRUE ANO /MPARTIAL ANO 
ARE IN ACCOROANCE wWiTH aR 600-1658 ANO SR 600-169-1. ARE IN ACCCROANCE WITH AR 600-188 AND SR 600-188-1, 

atti, a a RS 


SIGNATURE 


16. DATE ENTERED ON DA FORM 66 
' PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 


DA FORM 6 7-3 REPLACES DA AGO FORM 67-2, | SEP $0, 
10cT 53 WHICH WILL GE OSSOLETE 3! OCT 5B. 


15. THIS REPORT HAS INCL OSURES. (Insert °'O" if appropriate). 





RATED OFFICER'S NAME AND SERVICE NUMBER 


SECTION If ESTIMATED DESIRASILITY IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES 


- the extent te which you would desire the reted officerto serve under you in each type af duty described below. Place an Xin the proper bes. Con- 
ach item in terms appropriate to reted oificer’s grode and brench. Use the UNKNOWN column only if the neture af your contects mokes it imprec- 
ticeble for you to make on estimote of his probeble usefuiness in @ particular assignment. Marking UNKNOWN does not penalize the rated officer. 
sees _ss* , Ree, INOORSER 
tee 2 





4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
a CJ i (J =O] A Commend’ o unit. i CJ (3) a 2(7] 
z 
0 aa 0 0 oO iw officer. 0 a ‘a Tj ~ 
OD : 0 *(_] <7] Cc ma, a specielist, professionel! person, or technician, C [} wl] 3(] =) 1. 
Ir oO 0 eciry: zx z 0 
- 3 >C> ae Oo D Conduct military instructian, 8) Si of] wf] sO 6 
2) #03020 20 E farcde, ot civilian’ sary, tome beards, contact neyonetiane, everve ES FC] SC) #3930 
if ue : Components, etc. MEE B ¥ = z ° 
“CJ ul oC) sO 2 F Cerry out on ossignment invelving mostly edminisirotive duties. F aL -C) v= ol] sU > 
e 1 " =e Sie 18 <C] G Represent your viewpeint in lieisen ectivities, G (nr “77 {| <(j ¥() <C) 
a} 0 i 27 a 0 Sih) H eS enongt ection in your nome during your ebsence - H LF CT =() eT a 0 2 OG 
: : O OC) O i EC] | Be responsible in on emergency requiring forceful leadership, I A: C 0 0 O Q 
sar x is Himes: az 
mo OO On0 sese, JHE; OO O08 
Comment on 


4 


or clarify above ratings if necessery 


* For technical and ectninietretive servicee, ar etalf, interpret thie to mean managerial reeponerdilities commemneurete with comment 


SECTION JI PERFORMANCE OF DUTY SECTION V OVER-ALL VALUE 


C’ . bring only officers ef his grade, branch, and obout 
the .me time in grade, rete tha oif:cer on performance of 
his duty assignment. Reed ail descriptions and pisce a 
heavy X in the bos oppasite best description. 




























Whet is your estimate af the rated afficer’s over-ail value to 
the service? Campore him with aificers of the same grode, 
branch, ond about the some time in grade. Place a heavy X 
in the bor oppasite best descriptian. 


7. Escels eny ather afficer | hnaw in performance of this duty. 


6. Outstanding performance of this duty found in very few 


oes: 8. The most outstanding afficer | know. 
S. Very fine performance of such a nature that this afficer ise 


diatinet asset to the service. 


4. Performs this duty in o competent, dependable manner, 7, One ef the few highly out stending officers | know. 


3. Performs this duty occeptobl y. 


2. Barely edequate in perfarmance af this duty. 6. A very fine afficer who is ao gect asset to the service. 


OOOO COC rater 
(}(9 1 2 CO CO C) troorser 





1. Inadequate in performance af this duty. 
SECTION IV PROMOTION POTENTIAL 









S$. A competent, dependable afficer of distinct value to the 
service, 

Considering officers af his grade, tranch, and about the seme 

time in grade, what is yaur opinon of this officer's pro 
ti tential? Place a neo X in the b te best 

Gescrilt atl : Rae ee 4, A typicolly effective afficer. 

6. One of the few exceptianal officers who shovid be con- 
sidered for more rapid promotian than his coniempararies. 

5. Should give on autstending performance when promoted ta 
next higher grade. 


3. An acceptoble officer whase voiue is iimited in some 
respects. 


4. Should give o competent ond dependable performance when 
omated ft t hrghe : 
olen a 2. An atticer who performs occeptably in a limited renge of 


essignments, but whe could easily be replaced. 


CJ i Coe pet Co leaves 
Ce) Fe Sa ee ei aincoaser 


3. Should give e foiriy odequate performance af duty when 
promated ta neat higher grode. 
e Hes not yet demonstrated patentiel far promatian to next 
°~ grade. Needs more time in present grade. 


f[} COCO CO (4 CD wroorser 


1, An officer who is nat of the caliber that ane should reason- 
ably expect in an oticer. 





seeched the highest grode level ot which satisfoctory 
ees should be expecied. Shauid nat be promared. 


ees) (a Raver 
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APPENDIX F 


DA FORM 67-4 


IMPORTANT: THE PREPARATION OF AW EFFICIENCY REPORT IS A SERIOUS RESPONSIBILITY. EACH INDIVIOUAL WILL TAKE THE SAME PAINSTAKING CARE IM 
THE PREPARATION OF THE EFFICIEHCY REPORT FOR HIS SUBOROINATES THAT HE WOULO EXPECT HIS RATING CFFICER TO TAKE IH THE PREPARATION 
WN EFFICIENCY REPORT. ALL ENTRIES #ILL CE TRUE AND IWPASTIAL AND WAOT IN ACCCRDANCE 41TH AR 423-105 


SECTION | - PERSONAL OATA OF OFFICER SEING RATED 
(LAST MAME - FIRST MAME - MOODLE INITIAL "2. SERVICE NUM@ER 13. OATE OF RANK | & CRAOE s. BRANCH 








| ease” «= JOeTAN 





@& UNIT, OROAMIATION, AND STATION , : : OUT Y OAYS OTNMER 
' ;/Oavs 


| 
| 


10, OESCRIPT ION OF OVTIES PERF OR MED 


INOORSER 


ANNUAL PCS RATEO OF FICER | OalnY Contact 


OTHER (Specily 
CwiAnGE OUTY RATEO OFFICER 
| (Frapiem in Section II} ) 











| | INFREQUENT OSSERVATION 
eee : 


| FREQUENT OBSERVATIOR | 
{ 
+ 


, + CHMaAnGE OUT Y RATING OF FIC ER ; RECOROS AWD REPORTS 


SECTION 11] - OESCRIPTION OF RAT EO OFFICER ANO COMMENTS 


Commenis will reflect your appraisal of this officer and will emphasize strengths, weaknesses, Sehavioe, personality, character or other qualities which dis- 
tinguish this cfficer, Comment will be made as jo officer’s preseni physical ability to perform in time of war the duties required by his grade and Sranch. 
14, RATING OF FICER ; SS 





1S IMOORSING OFFICER [| 00 NOT KNOW THE RATEO OFFICER WELL ENOUGH TO COMPLETE THIS REPORT. 


(6. 1? 
RATING OFFICER | INDORSING OF FICER 

OaATE SIGNATURE OF RATING OF FIC ER OATE SIG MATURE OF INODORSING OFFICER 

{ ' { 

t 

RATING OF FICER'S TYPEO NAME, GRADE. SERVICE MUMBER, BRANCH, ORGANIZATION INDORSING OF CICER'S TYPEO NAME, GRACE, SERVICE NUNGER, BRANCH, ORGANIZATION 
ANG OUTY ASS1G MMENT and OUTY ASSIGNMENT 
$6. REVIEWING OF FICER - PARAGRAPH 1%c, AR 62% 10S HAS BEEN COMPLIES WITH 
OaATE ‘REVIE RING OFFICER'S TYPEO NAME, GRACE, SERVICE NUMBER. BRANCH. ORGAMIZA+ ae MATURE OF REVIEWING OFFICER 


TIOM 4NO OUTY ASSIGNMENT 


18. | 20. OATE ENTEREO ON CA 21. PERSONNEL OFFICER'S IMITIALS 
FORM & 
TMS REPORY was INCLOSURES. (insert “°O°’ if eppropriste ) : 
FORM REPLACES OA FORM EI-3. 1 JUL SE, 
D LocT 36 6 4 WHICNn IS OBSOLETE AFTER 31 OFC 56. OFFICER aioe, REPORT 





AATEO OF FICERS MAME ANC SERVICE NUMBER 


SECTION IV - ESTIMATEO PERFORMANCE OF OTHER DUTIES 


e the level a whicb the rated officer would perform in each type of duty described below by indicatiog for each item the agpropnate number ahown in 
tut s-etformance Legend. The Performance Legend contains six steps with each step indicaing a level of perfurmance. Consider each itemnin terms appropn- 
ate to cated officer's yrade and oranch. Use the UNKNOWN (UNK) only if the nuture of your contacts maxes .t impracticable for you to make an estimate of his 
probable performance in 2 particular assignment. Varkiog UNKNOWN does not penalize the rated officer. 


PERFORMANCE LEGEND 
© - UNSATISFACTORY 2+ WERY SATISFACTORY 4+ SUPERIOR 


%. COMMANO A TACTICAL UNIT 






3- GUTSTANROING 














5 COMMANO A NON-TACTICAL UMIT 


RATER (Specily type of Stati Duty) INDORSER (Specify type of Stati Duty) 


©. SEAVE Im A CAPACITY INVOLVING CONTACTS WITH OTNEM SEAVICES ANO/ORM AGENCIES OF TNE U. S. COVERNMENT a>. an 
aenee sana n tveneeny Mune ConvaeY as Tontenronats move fondo SveRRN@RTE 
2. SERVE WITH RESERVE COMPONENTS tee |e 
pened ox sneeet Aine ORCERTON Oy SOD ORT REENT@RR 
Eeenrent ms aeeneer eeen erty werPeree we 


SECTION V - TRAITS, QUALITIES ANO CHARACTERISTICS SECTION VII - PROMOTION POTENTIAL 


w c Consideriny only officers of bis grace. branch, and about the Same time in 


Study carefully the liaxted attnautes which apply in sunie cegree to ali otficers. 
Designate in order of driomty, a3 M1,'J2 ana \I3 the three attributes which viale, what 1s your opinion of this ollicer’s promotion potentiwl” Place a 
Aeavy X in the box opposite oest description. A recent promotion of 2a branch 


are the (LOST PRONOUNCED in the ratea officer. If consigered appropriate a 
transfer requires a compamsoa with other officers under similar circum 


maxumuin of four additiooal MOST PRONOUNCED attributes may be inacaed 
stances. 










































as M: Attributes which ure cursidered to be LEAST PRONOUNCED 11 tie 
raed officer wey, tf Consideres appropriate, oe ifoicateu as L. 


@. ASLE TO IMFLUERCE ANOS OCIRSCT ST NERS elie Se 
5. ="LiL GROUMOEO ANQ INFORMEO poh aeeG\ee es, | 
d. SOUNO IVOGEMENT ANO COMMON SENSE ae SOS 
je counace or wacommerms Td 
a 
@ ACCEPTS RESPONSIMNLITY Ja acceptsmesponsnity 
hh. GETS ALONG WELL WITM PEOPLE Ee eee 
§. CAM WORK ITH MINIMUM SUPERVISION eee ioe. ea 
Ce 
Lawearasers weexmnce—SSC~iSCSSSCSCSCiC 
A. LOVAL TO SUSORCINATES | 


SECTION Vi. PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY 





















OME DF TRE FEW EXCERTIONAL OFFICERS HO 
&. S$MOULO DE CONSIDOERES FOR MORE RARIO 
PROMOTION THAN Mla CCHMY EMRORARIES. 






s SHOULD GIVE AM OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE 
“ WHEM PROMOTES TO THE NEXT HIGHER GRAOE. 














SMOULO GivVE A SURERIOR RER FORMANCE 
HEM PROMOTEO TO THE MEXT HIGHER GRACE. 


SHOULO GIVE AM EXCELLENT PERF OAMANCE 
WHEY RROMOTESO TO THE NEXT HIGNER GRACE. 


SHOULC GIVE A VERY SATISFACTORY PER FORMANCE 
CHEM PROMOTES TO THE NEXT HIGHER GAAOE. 








SUOULO GIVE A SATISFACTORY rERFORMARCE 
MHEM PROMOTED TO THE NEXT HIGHER GRACE. 























4A5 REACHES THE HIGHEST GRADE 
COMMENMSURATE WITH ABILITY 





SECTION VIll - OVERALL VALUE TO SERVICE 





Considering officers of the sume grade, branch. ano anout the same time in 
geade, what 13 vour estimate of the rated officer's overall value to the serv- 
ice? Place a heavy X in tle box opoosite best description. 


Consioenngz only officers of h13 grade, branch, and about the swe time tn 
grade, rate the otficer un pe:formance of his duty asaigament. Xeea ail de 


scriptions ano place a heevy “ in the box opposite ces description. 















OUTSTANOING PERFORMANCE OF THIS OUTY FOURS 
im VERV FES OFFICERS 


AM OUTSTANOING OFFICER OF RARE VALUE TO THE 


s. SERVICE 


A SUPERIOR GFFICER OF GREAT VALUE TO THE 
SERVICE. 


4, PERFORMS THIS CUTTY IM A SUP ERION MARNER 






AM EXCELLENT OFFICER OF CISTINCT VALUE TO THE 
SERVICE. 








3. PERF OAMS THIS CUT © 1% AN EXCELLENT MANNER. 


PERFORMS THIS OCUTY IN A 
VERY SATISFACTORY MANNER. 


A VERY SATISFACTORY OF F'ZER FHOSE VALUE TO 


2. TME SERVICE !3 LIMITED IM SOME RESPECTS. 





A SATISFACTORY OFFICER WHOSE VALUE TO THE 


1. PERFORMS THIS OUTY 1M A SATISFACTORY MARNER. SERVICE 1S LIMITEO IM MANT RESPECTS. 


er et FORMS THIS OUTY IM AM UNSATISFACTORY 
“ MAMNER, 


AM UMNSATISFACTOAT OFFICER OF MC VALUE TO THE 


S SEAVICE. 


106 





APPENDIX G 


DAwEORM 67=5 


READ CAREFUL, , -FERENCED SECTION IN AR 623-105 BEFORE ATTEMPTING TO, | OUT ANY ITEM 


PART | - PERSONAL DATA (Reed Secttom (V, AR 613-105) 
1. LAST MAME > FIRGT MAME HIOOLE INITIAL |& SEAVICE NUMBER | & OATE OF RARK aan 


T, ORGANIZATION, STATION ARO MAJOR COMMANDO 





PART li - REPORTING PERIOD AND DUTY DATA (Read Sections 1V and V, AR 623-10$) 


10. REPORT BASEO ON (Check) AATER | moonsen | 


OaAlLyY CONTACT 








%. REASON FOR RENOERING REPORT (Check) 





&. PERIOCO COVERED 


eee INFREQUENT OBSERVATION 


CHANGE OF OUTY FON RATED OFFICER RECORDS ANDO REPORTS i | 
- OTHER (Specify) OTnen (Speciiy) | 


OUTY ASSIONMENT FOR RATEO PERIOON 


ARNUAL 





FREQUENT OBSERVATION | ’ 





3%. PRinciPalL OuTY 


14. MAJOR AOOITIONAL OUTIES 





PART itl - MANNER OF PERFORMANCE (Read pacegcaph 21c, AR 623-10$) 


Se ty 





1k. AATER 


1& tm 
Sa (7)! Am UNABLE TO EVALUATE THIS OFFICER FON THE FOLLOWING NEASON: 





| auG 63 


D A ‘Une 67- 5 MEPLACES OA FORM 6*S, | FEM 62 WHITH 1S OBSOLETE EFFECTIVE 3 SEP 63 US ARMY OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 


{AR 62°05) 
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RATES OFPICERS MAME AMO SERVICE MUNBER 








PART !V +> PERSONAL QUALITIES (Reed paragraph 21d, AR 623-105) PART V- APPRAISAL OF QUALIFICATIONS 
| oxence | INADEQUATE MARGINAL BELOW AVERAGE AVERADE ABOVE AVERAGE EXEMPLARY (Read peregreph 21¢, AR 623-103) 


Pwwees | o 2 3 “ 3s 
Ecomanoarecnen on tp 





















& COND MOMTACTICAL UNIT 
Cc. STAPF 


jrensonner | (tt 

unr ives | tL) 
aemenar (a) jorenarions| (Lf) 
on [uoarsrics | (LC) 
ee ce | ia 


soiny (7) Reo 


. SPECIAL sTarr 
RATER (Specify) 


TaooRseER (Specify) 


SPECIALIST 
RATER (Specify) | 






“INDORSER (Specify) 


& WTR OTNER US FORCES 
OR AGENCIES 


4. TITR FORE!ON FORCES 


a TACT (Saye or dose what ie spproprists withoat giving unneceesery offense) OR GOV ERHMENTS 


| |& uUMOERsTanoino (Apprectetion of another person's viewpoint) 


/ INSTMUCTOR 


' t 
ieee SCORE 1. WIT MESEPVE COMPONENTS ‘ 






PART VI- OVERALL OEMONSTRATED PERFORMANCE ANO ESTIMATEO POTENTIAL (Reed paregreme 21f and 2!¢. AR 623-103) 


OVERALL, DEWVONSTRATED 
PERFORMANCE 
(1) 


SaTFm ° VALUE INOORKRSEM MATER VALUE | 1MCONSER 










ESTIMATED POTENTIAL 






EXPECTED DISTRIBUTION OF 106 OFFICERS RATED 


&. OUTST AN OND e 96-100 je i 19 
b EXCEPTIONAL ° , 4-95 e | 9 ; 
{ttf "99-89 3 





—— anni 7-3 ee ee 
4 exceccent ren | ra 

| Hdtitenyrodereserergentens £9-59 
& €FFECTIVE fn HHL fine! = 





f wAMGinaL ® 29-99 = 


€. IMAD EQUATE 10-19 


PART Vil - NUMERICAL VALUE PART Vill - AUTHENTICATION (Reed peraegraph 211, AR 623-103) 

(Read paregreah 21h, AR 623-105) 17, SIGMATUNE OF MATER OaTe 
(Scorvee to be antered by reter and indoreer, 

and verified by @ personnal officer) 


I ae TYPED MAME, GRADE, BRAMC', SERVICE NURDENM. ORGAMIZAT:ON, ANDO OLTY ASHGNNERT 


MATER | INCORSER 








pant wil) 16. SIGNATURE OF 1NOONSER DaTE 
TYP EO WANE, GHAOE. BHANCM, SERVICE NUNBER, ONGAMIZATION, AMO DUTY ASSIGNMENT 





COMPOSITE SCORE 





1S meviewen “Raed Saction VI, AR 673-105) MY Review INDICATES MO FURTHER ACTION ‘RESULTS IN ACTION STATED OM CONTINUATION SHEET 
BGMATURE OF REVIESER ITVP EO MANE, GRADE, BRANCH, SERVICE NUMBER, CASAM. ZATION, AnD ; CATE 


OUTY ASSIGHMENT 


~te 





ee ee ee . 
2. 21, DATE ENTERED ON OA FORA 86 22. PERSORNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 


YuIS MEPORT MAS MCLOSUNES. (freert ‘°0" tf approprisre) ! 





_ 


wl GOveamesat reraftiang OF F4 042 O~ 7) 0-445 
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APPENDIX H 


DA FORM 67-6 






IMPORTANT: TNE P2EPARATION OF AN EFFICIENCY REPORT IS A SERIOUS RESPONSIBILITY. EACH INOIVIOUAL WILL TAKE THE SAME P SINSTAKING (TARE IN THE PREP. 
ARATION OF TNE REPORT FOR HIS SUBOROINATES TNAT HE WOULD EXPECT HIS RATING OFFICER TO TAKE IN THE P2 EP ARATION DF HI$ DWN REPORT. ALL ENTRIES 
WILL BE TRUE ANO IMPARTIAL. READ CAWEFULLT REFERENCED PARAGRAPN IN AR 623-105 BEFORE ATTEMPTING TO FILL OUT ANY IT ck 


PART |- PERSONAL OATA (Reed psragramh 3-28, AR 623-105) 

—. | a 
PART 11- REPORTING PERIOD AND DUTY DATA (Reed paragraph 3-26, AR 623-105) 

oe | eo creme 


MONTM [FYEAR CNANOE OF RATER FREQUENT O@SERVATION — 
te FREQUENT OBSERVATION : — 
CHANGE OF OUTY FOR RATED OFFICER RECOADS ANO REPORTS = Je 
PART Ill - AUTHENTICATION (Read paragraph 3-2¢. AR 623-105) 
VICE MU 


& SIGMATURE OF RATER emoeer: GAADE, GAANCN. S 








¢€.OATE OF @ann 





& UNIT, OAGANIZATION, STATION, AND MAJOR COMMAND 














PCS RATEO OFFICER 




















&. SION ATURE OF INDORSER 











TYPED NAME, GRADE, BAANCHN, SERVICE NUMBER, OROANIZATION ANDO OUTY 
ASSIGNMENT ¢ 


c. REVIEWER (Raed chapter 5, AR 623-105) 
SIGHATURE OF REVIEWER 


my Review (INDICATES NO FURTHER ACTION 


TYPEO MAME, GRADZ, BRANCH, SERVICE NUMBER, CAGANIZATION, 4NO OUTY 
ASSIGNMENT 





OA TE EWTERTZO OW OA FORM 66 PERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 


ad THIS REPORT WAS INCLOSURES. (neert °*0°* if eppropriete) 
TO COMPLETE PARTS tv. Vi, Vit, VIII IX. X, AND XI, EVALUATE THE RATED OFFICER IN COMPARISON WITH OTHER OFFICERS OF TNE SAME GRADE, 
SIMILAR EXPERIENCE, MILITARY SCHOOLING, AND TIME INGRADE. (TEMS OFSIGNATED GT ASTEPISK REQUIRE EXPLANATION IN PART X!. 


PART 1¥ . PERSONAL QUALITIES “Read paragraph 4-3d, AR 623-105) 
TOP SECONO mMmIOCOLE FOURTH aoTTtom® NOT OBSERVES 


6. ADAPTABILITY (Adjusts to new or changing situstiorne) 








b AMQ@ITION (Sceke and welcomes, within bounda ol military propnmety, eddiuonal end more important cerponn: bsliliea: 
Cc. APPEARANCE (Possseser military beermng and sa nest, smart, and well-groomed) 


cd. CQOOFERATION (Works in harmony with others s@ @ \eem member) 





qf " 


@ OCISIVENESS (Adiitty to reach Conciustons promptiv end decide gs deiimits courses of ectot) 


f. OE PENO*EILITY (Consistently accomplishes dearred actions with minimum supervisor) 





@. EMTHUSIASS (Motivates others by hes keen interest end personal participation) 





A. FORCE (Executes actions “i gorously) 


i, IMOTwWUTY (Creative edsiity in devising means to solve protieme) 





|). INITIATIVE (Takes necessary end oppropnats ection on his own) 








«, IMTEGRITY 714 dherence to pnncipiss of honesty end moral course ga) 
i. IMTELUSOENCE (Acquires knowledge and grasps concepia readily) 


nm. LOYALTY (Ferthtul end siting eupport to supenors and subordinsica| 





SUOGMENT (Thinks logiceily and makes practical decisions) 


0. MORAL COURAGE (Intelieciusl honesty, willingness to stand up and be counted) 


lp NON-OUTY CONOUCT ‘Keeps fre personal aliaire in order) 


} 


q@ SELF-O1S='PLing (Conducts frmaelf in accordence wth the highest stendarde) 


er. SELF-IMPROVEMENT (Takes sction lo umorove h:meall) 


SELFLESSNESS (Subordinaics fra personal wellare to that ol tha organization) 













SOCIABILITY (Paerncipares freeiy and ecaativ in social and comenunsty activitias) 





Stamina ‘Pertaorms successiuily under proiracied phya:ce!l and mentat atress) 


TacT (Seye of does what i# appropnate wihoul grving unnecessary oilfenes) 





TENACITY (The will to pereevere in faca oi obatacies) 







& UMOERSTANOING ‘Appreciation for ihe needs and viewpoints o/ others} 





DA FORM 67 8 REPLACES DA FORM 675, } AUG $3, poen 1S O@SOLETE, U.S. ARMY OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 
+ JAN 6B = For use af trie form, see AR me the proponent 
ogency is The Adjutont Generol’s Ottice. 









ATEGO OFFICERS MANE, GRAOE, 
SZAVICE MUMBER AND SIAN 


PART V - DUTY ASSIGNMENT FOR RATED PERIOD (Reed paregraph 4-30, AR 623-105) 


& PRINCIPAL CUTTY & OUTY #038 c AUTH GRACE 








@ BAJOR AOMTIONAL CUTIES 


PART Vi. PERFORMANCE OF DUTY FACTORS (Reed paragraph 4-31, AR 623-103) 
Tor sZcono NIOOLE FOURTH aoTTou* HOT OSSERVEO 















PART Vill. PROMOTION POTENTIAL 
(Read paragraph 4-3h, AR 623-105) 








SecrRee 










RROMOTE ANEASO OF CONT ENP ORARIE 


ISXMISITS CHARACTERISTICS WHICH 
SHOULG BRING MIN TO THE WIGMESTS 


& NANAGES RESOURCES EFFICIENTLY ANO ECONOMICALLY 


#1. PY oy AS 
a 
| € ESTABLISHES ANG ACHIEVES NIGH STANOCARDS OF PERFORMANCE aa ccurtuebescme ” 





eee DO MOT PROMOTE AT Yuls Time? 
ee DO NOT PROMOTE THIS OFFICER? 


@ PUL FILLS WIS RESFPONSIGILITIZES IN THE OLVELOPNENT OF 2U80R0INATES 













@ PLANS SEYOND THE INN EQIAYE MEQUIRNENENTS OF ASSIGNEO OUTIES 


-_. | f, OLLEGATES AUTHORITY AS APPROPRIATE PART IX. SCHOOLING POTENTIAL 


P| Ja exenciats proven onaneror wrenvinon SCSCid earner In, A 629-208) 
Pa comnnenconrioence nonetmecy (egy Ne 
el f. ACCEPTS FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR WIS ACTIONS 

es ee 
P| ervenerwnnetr cteanivanoconcnntvonmey 
[i ecrremesmnietr cceney oconencrmemtns Ld 


| MAINT AINS AN APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF PHYSICAL FITNESS eee 
az | MAS CONCERN FOR THE VELPARE OF SUSOROINATES es 













SENIOR SERVICE COLLEce ANEAG OF 
CONTEMPORARIES 


S$EWIGR SERVICE COLLEGE RITN 
SON TENPOPARIES 


=GSC OR ZOUIVALENT ANEAO OF 
CON TENPORARIES 


CGSC OR EQUIVALENT RITN 
CONTENRROPARIES 


MOT RECONMENOEO FOR FURTWER 
| SCHOOLING AT THIS Ting 



























PART Vil. DEMONSTRATED PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT DUTY (Reed paragraph 4-36, AR 623-105) a a i 
aero ey 







PEAFOARMS YNIS GUTY SETTER THAN ANY OTHER OFFICER 1 KHOD ® 






PEAFOANANCE OF THIS DUTY EQUALEG SY VERY FES OF FIC ERS 


PERFORMS THIS CUTY BETTER THAN MOST OFFIC ERS 






|PERFOMMS TRIS OUTY AS RELL AS MOST OFFICERS 





p Tl 
PERFORMANCE OF THIS OUTY MEETS NININUN STAMGARDS = ae Een ane eek 
PERFORMS THIS OUTY IN AN UNSATISFACTORY NANNER ® Sa POTENTIAL FORM HIGHER LEVEL STAF 


FART X1- COMMENTS (Read peregraph 4-31, AR 623-103) 
@ MATER 


& ImcoRsaR [7] 1 Al UNABLE TO EVALUATE THIS OFFICER POR THE FOLLOWING REAZON) 





PART Xil. OVER-ALL VALUE TO THE SERVICE (Read paragraph 4-3), AR 623-195) 


& OFFICERS OF THIS GRACE PLACEMENT OF OFericeRs (Enter * in eppropriete group) 
PERFORMING SIMILAR 
FUNCTIONS | CURRENTLY FOURTH MOOLE 
RATE OR 
INDOORS EZ 


RAMAING RITHIN 
SECONO OVERALL GROUP 


iho 


USAFPP 31-18 4/78 








APPELEIX 


DA FORM 67-7 


fer wee of thus farm, woe AR 673-103, 
he gprepenet cRendy i The Ad went Generel’) Offs 








PART I~ PERSONAL DAIA 1 Acad purserupa tofu AR bI3-105) 





fae CATE OF RANK fe BRANCH Tf spCanter 
eae - .. wi 


g. Urn, OBGAMZATION, STATION AND MAJOR COMMAND 


PART R - REPORTING PEGION AND OUTY DATA ( Read puraerapa 3-28, AR 623-103) 








a Penod Covered b. Reason for Submutung Report | ¢. Report Based On 
NOUTY 
apeeaC Ne tet ara sian oeay nants faa | ll Se 
DUTY Oars ot 2 (Toru) 


d. EXPLANATION OF NONRATED DUTY OAYS ANO/OR OTHER DAYS (48 Required) 








PART WM ~ DESCRIPTION OF DUTES § (Read paragrank 4-34, AR 623-105) 


a. Preapel Dusty Tithe 
@. Special Career Program Poutioe Dengnance 


PART IV ~ PROFESSIONAL ATTRIBUTES (Read puragrapa 4-3e. AR 623-105) 





*HEEOS 
a. CATER Complete cock quesnon, Expigin °No cad °Needs unprovement responsesin Port iV) ond, if necessary, Part Vil YES | ImM*@ROWEMENT 
> 4 fo tt | 4 
1. Has this officer demonstrated moral and character strength? i 
2. Did this otficer demonstrate technicat competence appropnate to his grade and branch? es 


Ue | 

3. Did this officer state. as eppropnate. his honest opinrons and convictions? (Not a “yes man”) 3 Pol eee Rs 
4. Did this officer seek responsibility? 4 a eee 
$. Did this officer willingly accept full accountability for tis actions and the acttons of his subordinates? 5 a 
ae 
Fis hs officers adement elabie? SSCS 
Ta, Bra ths officer mamma effecuve worwav communication wah juno senonand pen? SSCSCSC~C~S~—CSSCSYSSSS 
9 Dhrd this officer demonstrate concern for the best interests of his subordinales? 9 ene 


10. Did this officer contnbute to the personal and professtonal development of his subordinates? 10 | 














tt. Did this officer subordinate his personal interests und weifare to those of his orgamzation and subordinates? if 


12. Did this officer's personai conduct set the proper example for his subordinates? ees Ee ee 


1}. Was this officer innovative in his approach to his duties and responsibilities? 















14. Did this officer demonstrate a breadth of perspective and depth of understanding beyond the limit of his specific responsibtliies? 4 


15. Ded ths officer keep himself phystcally fit? 
16. Did this officer fulfill his responsitlties concerning the Army's Equai Opportunity Program? aes 


&. RATER Esplaneioa: Que snont st 






¢. INDO@SER Remarks on above quesnoas, f denred: Carstioa(s) 


———_—_——— 










PART V - DEMONSTRATED PERFORMANCE OF PRESENT OUTY «Rud puragsurh 4-Jf. AR 6273-103) 


RATER AMO NOORSER «In my judgment. thrs officer s performance of duty was (place score in appicuble ver). 


Supenor Eacelleni Effecuve Warpnal Inadequale 
oe “0-48 67 = $7 56 - 16 35-18% 14-4 3-0 


var ee ee ee a LL 
* You we required lo cue SPECING exempices or iludirations in Part VI te suppor this rating. 


DA Sn, O77 RPACES DA FORM O76, 1 AN 06, WHICH 1S OBSOUTE US ARMY OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT 








anaeal 





RATED OFFICER'S LAST NAME AND SSN 


PART Vin POTENTIAN (Read purcgrapa 4-34. 4K 623-105) 


@. RATER (Complete each quesnon in the space prowuted.) 
1. Whas did ttus officer do ben? 


2 le whee capecity of ssugnment do you beleve thes officer would make the greatest contnbutoa to the Army? 


b. RATER AND mOCNER = «If | had full responsibility and authority, I would (place score in applicable box): 


Promote chis officer 
to the next hugher 
grade betund hus 
contemporanes 


Promote tus Promote this officer to the Promote thrs 
officer oext higher grade ahead officer with hus 
unmediatety of ba costemporanes comtempoarares 


29-24 23-8 


30 7-2 scl 
<a pe mca ee} a Cees 


* You are required to cig SPECHIC examples or tilustrabons in Part VE) 10 support this rating. 


PART Vil @ COMMENTS (Read paregraph 4d<jh, AR 623-1035) 


a. RATER Nevrotive evainution u mandatory. 





b. INDORSSER Noervatiwe eveization us mandatory watess the provissoas of paragraphs 2-2h and 4-4¢, AR 623-105 apply. 





PART WL - AUTHENTICATION ( Read paragraph 3-2), AK 623-108; 
TYFED NAME (Lass, First, Affi 




















a. SCNATURE OF RATER 





GRADE, BRANCH, OSGANIZATION, DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


Vv 


GRADE, BRANCH, ORGANIZATION, DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


TYPED MAME (Luss, First, Mii 


c. REVIEWER MAY REVIEW = INDICATES NO FURTHER ACTION 2 PESULTS IN ACTIONS STATED ON INCLOSLRES 
TPED NAME (Lust. Ferat, ibs 





SHGNATURE OF REVIEWER 
@EPORT CORE 












GRADE, BRANCH, ORGANIZATION, OUTY ASSIGNMENT 





I. With INGORSER (a+ b) 
2. Without INDORSE® 12 < a) 





PART X = PERSONNEL OFFICER (Reid paruvrapn J-ck, AN 423-105) 


UNIT SUBSEQUENT 


b. RATED OFFICER COPY (Check C. FORWARDING ADORESS (Rated Officer} 4. DATE RECEIVED 
one ond date} 
. |. Given to officer ¢. RATED OFFICER COPY 


. Giver to officer 





2 Forwarded to officer 


. Forwarded to officer 
ES }. Forwarded to indorser 


. Returned to MPO 
IMITIALS . 4 Forwarded to reviewer 





GPO $972 O = 477-S37 


ie 





APPENDIX J 


DAW HORMsOve.s 


SLE PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT Por wap of tie farm a 62867) ''r «epee 


OV NA FORW AF -8- 71 wey 2S Ase Canes Owes «te 







PAAT 1 — AD WMETRATIVE CATA 


eT OA |!¢ OF DOaltOe ee 
ae ' 


a pretest 
6oou 
oe ) me MOCOCOVERED COvi*ed ~- ~o108 @ 2ATEO OF 01CE A COPY Curve ane an anser @ ®ORwARO' NG 2004E85 
ee 
a e Gwen 76 OF ercER 
Eas UAC A 
oe — ees 


& § FP’, 40 ation OF mOmMAaTEG PE MOOR 











PART 10 — AUTHENTICATION ¢herrs offwev equate wis PART | ante and RATING OF FICIALE OXLY! 


SROCE CARL CAD ANIZaTION OVTY ASGuUMENT 





Carve 


OSaCE 64am CAO AN ZATION. OUTY ABBOlENT 


¢ MOthe Of £40:04 AATER tha. Pow. Bis 


SZRODe £24NCm OCAGAMZATION. BUTT aaeGrwastar 


@ GATE SNTEREO OM |* 201780 OF FICER 
Oa OR 7 t PTD ver Tiare 





PART Itt — OUSTY OESCREPTION ( Aecr: 


& ACKER TO PART 1119 OS PORE 6) -E—1t 





PART IY = PERF OMMANCE EVALUATION — PROF CEPOMAL ION | Bee 


HIGH OEGAEE LOW DEGREE 
ca farm, ) Gueamoges 6 top caeporete Ghy eey oy 4f OeprOnretd elf (hy | nlheweng efor ewes) 
o PROC TRNIONAL COMPETENCE =. Lang GEErIEEEY Of ihe mEleE CIfET? Lov commas ol by tw ferten & © wrtew.! . ag “ac ae TE 


aerate ee) ee 
2 Crmonureios saorcorets saoewere ond et orruse (8 semgned Lacks } 0 beresenfampowmrss 
Se 
Re 
naa) ee 
ee ee 
7 Gwenn ee Sd 





tT O6ortattos 

2? 4 OnmsenuTY 
2 tLOvantv 

a BCP Lie 

& ont EGmry 


e. mona CoOvneds 

T 662906 Oana se 

6 MORAL STARBo 
ASew 





DA * gem §7 - 8 REPLACES O42 9 OMe 67 —), 1 40M 13 Ber 1S OURDLATE. 1 SOW TU US ARMY OFFICER EVALUATION REPOAT 
? Bae 00 


3 





vem COvinio 
PART ¥ = PEREQRMANCE AND POTENTIAL EVALUATION 1 Meter 


@ RATES OFCICA ASE mang £3% 
RATES OF FPGA A 16 ASSIGNED 106 OWE OF HSE A OLB MATEO SPECIAL TICL WOE ‘ves oO 





GS PERBORMANCE OUAIMG THE RaTinG PERIODS REFER TO CAAT 112 OA SORM 67-8 ONO FPAAT tite B ANOe OA FORM EI ~S-1 


ALWAYS €ECCICEO USVALLY GxXCed OO OFTd te Fain co VEYUALLY FAULLISO 
eM ee | st neaueneueguts | | MET MEOUMamENrs (eed ACQUIMEMENTS | | acoumemanrs 
@ COMMENT OM SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE PERFORMANCE ALFER TO CART iit, OA FORM EI —-8 ANDO PART 111 6, B, ANDO C. CA FORM GI—B— 1. OO NOT USE FOR CORSE WTY 
Ore POTENT Au! 


@ Tuts OF FICT AE POTANT aL FOR PROMOTION TO Ted MENT WIG MER GAADE 1S 


PROMOTE antad OF PROMOTE WIT ‘ evi 
CONMTEWPO MAMAS ConTawmroa ames ae 00 NOT PROMOTE OTHER si speme i 


@ COetna ut On POTENTIAL 





PARY Wl ~ INTERMEDIATE RATER 








@ POTENTIAL EVALUATION (ive Cnseerr 4, AM 42) 1655 
OA 
USE OMLY 


; I 
tt 
ttt 
HeNeeeenetttt 
HONCHO EOEHNNNEEHoddttOtttOotE 
TENTECNANAO NEN DON Dea tet 
HeNteteatittt 
itt 
it 
} 


& COWFLATEO OA FORM 67-6. 1 weak Mt CRIVE D WITN 
Tih MEPORT NO CONSIO‘ AED im MY EVALUATION 


anO at view 
|vre 




















[7] 0 +a tome ao at 








APPENDIX K 


DA FORM 67~-e-1 
came save TTEnERITET ODLIECEDAEEERENOIEOIOEODEEOSEAEN GUO 
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORT SUPPORT FORM 


For use of this form, see AR 623-795: proponent acency is US Army Military Personne! Center. 


Read Privacy Act Sltaiement and instructions on Reverse before Completing this form. 


PART i — RATED OFFICER IDENTIFICATION 









NAME OF RATED OFFICER (Last, First, Ml) 


MARA 
INTERMEDIATE E GRADE |POSITION 


RATER 


SENIOR ) AME GRADE |POSITION 
RATER 


RATED OFFICER'S SPECIALTIES/MOS OUTY SSiI/MOS 


PART ttt — RATED OFFICER (Complete c, bande below for this rating periods 
a STATE YOUR SIGNIFICANT OUTIES ANDO RESPONSIBILITIES 





b. INDICATE YOUA MAJCR PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES 


c. LIST YOUR SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUT:IONS 





{Stgnuture and Date) 
1SEP 79 / 


Las 









PART IV = RATER ANO/OR INTERMEDIATE RATER (Review and comment on Part Jil a, b, and ¢ above. 
Insure remarks are consistent with your performance and potantial evaluation on DA Form 67-8.) 


a, RATER COMMENTS (Optionai) 











SIGNATURE ANDO DATE (Mandatory) 






b. INTERMEDIATE RATER COMMENTS (Optional) 


SIGNATURE AND DATE (Mandatory) 
DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a) 


1. AUTHORITY: Sec 301 Title 5 USC; Sec 3012 Title 10 USC. 


2. PURPOSE: DA Form 67-8, Officer Evaluation Report, serves as the primary source of information for officer personnel 
management decisions. DA Form 67—8—~1, Officer Evaluation Support Form, serves as a guide for the rated officer’s perform- 
ance, development of the rated officer, enhances the accomplishment of the organization mission, and provides additional 
performance information to the rating chain. 


3. ROUTINE USE: DA Form 67~—8 will be maintained in the rated officer's official military Personnel File (OMPF) and 
Career Management Individual File (CMIF). A copy will be provided to the rated officer either directly or sent to the 
forwarding address shown in Part I, DA Form 67—8. DA Form 678-1 is for organizational use only and will be returned to 
the rated officer after review by the rating chain. 


4. DISCLOSURE: Disclosure of the rated officer's SSAN (Part I, DA Form 67—8) is voluntary. However, failure to verify 
the SSAN may result in a delayed or erroneous processing of the officer's OER. Disclosure of the information in Part IIIc, 
DA Form 67—8—1 is voluntary. However, failure to provide the information requested will result in an evaluation of the 
rated officer without the benefits of that officer’s comments. Should the rated officer use the Privacy Act as a basis not 

to provide the information requested in Part IIIc, the Support Form will contain the rated officer’s statement to that effect 
and be forwarded through the rating chain in accordance with AR 623-105. 



















INSTRUCTIONS 





PART |: Identification — Self explanatory. 


PART II: Rating Chain — The personnel officer or appropriate administrative office will fill in information based on 
the commander’s designated rating scheme. 
PART Illa: Rated Officer Significant Duties and Responsibilities — State the normal requirements met in your specific 
position as well as any important additional duties. Address the type of work required, rather than frequently changing 
specific tasks. 
PART IIIb: Rated Officer Major Performance Objectives — List the most important tasks, priorities, and major areas of 
concern and responsibility assigned. This is an explanation of how you set out to accomplish the duties described in [Ila. 
Ideally these are planned goals that you will work toward in an effort to make a contribution to the accomplishment of the 
organization mission; however, they may be in reaction to unpredictable changes. The objectives come from the following 
four categories. 

ROUTINE — Objectives that address the repetitive and commonplace duties that must be carried out. 

These are duties that will produce less visible results, but will have serious consequences if not 

properly executed. 

PROBLEM SOLVING — Objectives that provide for dealing with problem situations. The objective 

should plan for or address potential problems so that time is available to deal with them without 

disrupting other objectives. 

INNOVATIVE — Objectives that create new or improved methods of operation in the organization. 


PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT — Objectives that further professional growth of an individual or 
his/her subordinates. 


PART Ille: Rated Officer Significant Contributions — Describe the most significant contributions you made during the 
rating period. These may have been in support of the objectives established or may highlight other accomplishments 
that you feel are important. 

PART IV: Rater and/or intermediate Rater Review and Comment — Insure any remarks are consistent with your 
performance and potential evaluation on DA Form 67—8. Signature does not show concurrence with Part III 

but indicates that you have reviewed the rated officer's portion of the form. 













SU.S. G.P.0. 1979-665-041/1012 
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RPE EN ie 


DAn FORM 64=8=2 


SENIOR RATER PROFILE REPORT 
OFFICER EVALUATION REPORTING SYSTEM 


Fer use of thia form, nee AR 623.105, oroponent eqency is US Army Military Personnel Center, 
PARTI —- ADMINISTRATIVE DATA 


——— ee 


PART 11 = SENIOR RATER PROFILE 





Gd. OATE OF REPOR 





= [= [o | = ae = 
eo ee | | ' 
eee oe le | CT ; 
Ce ee) ded le fo | on 
ante di — event 
— ft _—— iio 
Left no ateeete 
me sk rt 
ers | | CU f 
| 2 ea 1 
| tower 


JOTAL 
OFFICERS 


Part I provides identification and administrative data. 


Part IT indicates specific senior rater rating history by number of reports rendered 
and number of different officers evaluated. 


DA ‘Serr 67 — 8 — 2 


1a 





APPENDIX M 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA - 93940 IN REPLY REFER TO: 


NC4(S4Ah)/abh 
fomoune 1982 
Department of Administrative Sciences 


hrem, ir. onne Ws Creichton 
CPT Allan Hardy 
CE ke 1 emia keT 
To: All Questionnaire Recipients 


Subj: Explanation of Officer Evaluation Report (OER) 
Questionnaire 


1. The purpose of this memorandum is to request your 
assistance in a research project being conducted at the 
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. We 
areeintewmestedmin determining the perceptions of U.S. 
Army officers in the field concerning the value and 
effectiveness of the current Army Officer Evaluation 
Renort (DA Form 67-8). The enclosed questionnaire is 
intended to gain the individual input of experienced 
officers in order to determine whether or not the cur- 
rent OER is a more accurate and practical evaluative 
tool than its predecessors. The survey will compare 
the responses of mid-level Army officers with the recent 
findings of the Department of the Army, as well as the 
results of earlier surveys. 


2. The questionnaire asks vou for vour personal feelings 
concerning various aspects of the current OER. Your 
responses will provide invaluable data for this research, 
and may ultimately prove very useful to DA. We assure 
vou that vour individual responses will remain confiden- 
tial. Only summary information will be used in this 
study. 

3. This entire questionnaire can be completed in less 
than 30 minutes. The success or failure of this project 
is totally dependent upon your response. Thank you 


for your cooperation. 





*X* NOTE: Questions 1-7 are to be answered by 
circling or filling in your response. 


1. What is your sex? Male 
Female 


2. What is vour rank/rate? 


OO © 
' 
Wn & WG 


3. What is your branch? 


4. What is your race? 


Caucasian 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian-American 
Other 


5S. What is your source of commission? 
Academy 
ROTC 
QcS 


Direct Commissiom 
Other 


6. Avproximately how many OER's have vou received 
under the current system (DA Form 67-8)? 


Less than 4 4-6 7-9 Greater than 9 
7. Approximately how many OFR's have you completed 
as a rater or senior rater under the current 


system (DA Farm 67-8)? 


Less than 5 6-10 12-85 16-290 More than 20 
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NOTE: Questions 8-26 are to be answered 


ts 


NO 


V2: 


1. 


14. 


Se 


by circling the number to the right of © 
the question that most accurately describes 
how you feel about the subject. 


The development of the OER Support Form 
(DA67-8-1) has significantly aided me in 
measuring the rated officer's performance 


I feel the OER Support Form (DA67-8-1) has 
helped to improve my performance through 
the objective and responsibility setting 
process. 


In most cases the rater is in a better 
position to evaluate officer's 
performance than is the senior rater. 


By virtue of his experience and broader 
organizational persepctive the senior 
rater is in a better position than the 
rater to accurately assess an officer's 


POCenELal. 


ferccelernawert [edo not receive all "1's" 
in the rater's numerical professionalism 
section of the DA67-8 (Part IV), it will 
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity. 


If I do not receive checks in the blocks 
"always exceeds requirements" and 
"promote ahead of contemporaries" in 

the rater's performance and notential 
section of DA67-8 (Part V), it will 
greatly reduce my promotion opportunity. 


feel am not placed in the top box of 
the senior rater's potential evaiuation 
scale, I feel my chances for promotion 
are greatly reduced. 


Senior rater assessments of potential 
should compare the rated officer's 
abilities with those of all-other 
officers of the same grade, regardless 
Greoranen. specialty or other considerations. 
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Strongly Agree 


Agree 


ds» 


No Strong Opinion 


A 


Disagree 


t 


Strongly Disagree 





16. 


de 


18. 


oe 


20. 


Zi. 


en 


Zoa 


I feel that selection boards viewing the 
current OER form place more emphasis on 
the senior rater's évaluation than the 
rater’s input. 


I feel that the rater'’s performance 
narrative is the single most important 
part of the OER. 


I feel that inflation is not a DaQbLem 
with the current OER. 


I feel that the current OER has helped 
to reduce the inflation problem of past 
OER systems. 


I feel the present OER system is effective 
in identifying officers of little potential 
value to the Army. 


Peetceternem present OER system effectively 
identifies those officers having the 
greatest future potential. 


When acting as a rater, I feel that if I 
aoenOtmemre the rated officer all ‘1's" 
in the rater's numerical professionalism 
section of the OER (Part IV), it will 
greatly reduce his promotion onportunity. 


Witemedcting as a rater, I feel that if I 

do not check the blocks “alwavs exceeded 
requirements'' and “promote ahead of 
contemporaries" in the rater's performance 
and potential section of the OER (Block V}, 
it will greatly reduce the rated officer's 
promotion opportunity. 


ize 


Strongly Agree 


wm 


Agree 


je 


No Strong Opinion 


W 


Disagree 


nN 


(J 


tJ 


Strongly Disagree 


p~t 





Strongly Disagree 


c 
° 
= 
o = 
a vd 
be 2. 
oo ° 
< 
[5 
> =e o 
en oO YY 
6 bee Set 
ce oOo 4 #£&4 
o Oo ”n 
Moh ni 
+ co OO -A 
Oe 42.54 
*** NOTE: Questions 24 ands 25 ware to 
answered only if you have been a 
Semmor rater. Otherwise go directly 
to question 26. 
24. I feel that by rating officers predominantly 5 4 S- (2 
in the top box on the senior rater's notential 
evaluation scale, I am in danger of losing my 
Credmbida ty as a rating official. 
25. When acting as a senior rater, I feel that 5 64 Se ee 
if I do not place the rater officer in the 
top block of the potential evaluation 
scale, it will greatly reduce his promotion 
opportunity. 
26. I feel that the current OER, DA 67-8, should 5 4 2 Sd 


be replaced with a new report. 


#*#*% NOTE: Questions 27 and 28 are to be 
answered by circling your response. 


27. In the last six months, how many times have 
you had discussions with your rater about how 
well you were doing in your job. 


None 1-2 3-4 5-6 Greater than 6 


28. I feel that the efficiency reports I have 
received under the current svstem have: 


Greatly overrated my abilities 5 
Slightly overrated my abilities 4 
Accurately portrayed my abilities 3 
Slightly underrated my abilities 2 


Greatly underrated my abilities 1 


ie 


a a 
oO 


FY ? NN 


‘ | 1 





eos 


From the following list of evaluation techniques 
select the one you would most prefer (Coded 1) 
and the one you would least prefer (Coded 2) 


Ranking. This technique requires the listing of subordinate 


officers of equait grade, in order from highest to lowest, 
according to relative quality of performance. 


Nomination. This technique requires the rater to identify 


the best and worst group of performers from among all 
rated subordinate officers of equal grade. for 
example, a rater with 10 subordinate officers could be 
required to identify the top 20% or 2 officers and 
bottom 20% or 2 officers, leaving the middle 60% 
unidentified. 


Point Allocation. This technique requires the rater to 


aliocate a fixed number of points among all of his 
subordinate officers of equal grade with the best 
performer receiving the most points. For example, 
with 1000 points to allocate among 10 subordinate 
officers, the rater could give the best performer 
250 points, the next best 200 points and so on until 
he has exhausted the 100 points, or he may give all 
10 subordinate officers 100 points each. 


Forced Choice. This technique requires the rater to ‘ 


choose e snecified number of criteria that best 

describe the rated officer. For example, a rated 
officer must be evaluated on inanagerial style and 
manner by selecting one of the following: Constructive, 
Supportive, or Creative. 


Narrative Reports. This method could take several forms. 


The report could be completely unstructured with the 

rater providing nis evaiuation of a rater officer 

in free essay form. In another adaptation, an unrestricted 
narrative addendum could be attached to a standard evalua- 
tion form such as was done on DA Form 67-7 


Weighted Scores or Weighted Check List. This technique pre- 


sents the rater with a large number of statements des- 
cribing various types and levels of behavior relating 

to job success. Each of these statements has a different 
relative value or is weighted. These relative values are 
unknown to the rater but are known to DA Boards and Mana- 
gers. The rater selects those statements which best 
describe the rated officer. 


Global Scored Reports. This technique utilizes a form 


on which the rater and indorser record their overall 
assessment of performance and/or potential in terns of 
a single global score as was done on DA Form 67-7. 


Forced Distribution. Current system. 


30. 


Please use tne back of this page for any additional comments you 
may have relating to this questicnnaire or the Army's OER system. 
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